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ABSTRACT 

 

  In this study, I employ discourse analytic and interactional sociolinguistic theories and 

methods to analyze a round of stories shared amongst a group of my extended family members 

following a family meal during the Thanksgiving holidays. Specifically, I examine how turn-

taking, co-narration, and positioning are accomplished through participants’ uses of constructed 

dialogue, repetition, overlap, silence, and laughter. In doing so, I demonstrate how 

conversational stories told in a round act as a particularly rich context for family members to co-

construct their personal identities as well as a set of shared family identities, whether these 

shared identities belong to a small subset of family members or to the extended family group as a 

whole. 
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INTRODUCTION 

  Family discourse and narrative discourse are two vast areas of research that span an array 

of disciplines. Scholars have examined a number of topics such as the structural organization of 

conversational and narrative talk (e.g., Labov, 1972; Sacks, Schegloff, & Jefferson, 1974), they 

have developed theories such as positioning in which analysts look at how interlocutors locate 

themselves and others within discourse (e.g., Bamberg, 1997; Davies & Harré, 1990), and they 

have explored the use of particular linguistic devices such as constructed dialogue and repetition 

to manage interaction (Tannen, 2007b). Drawing inspiration from these particular areas of 

research, I analyze a round of stories shared amongst members of my extended family following 

a family meal during the Thanksgiving holidays. Specifically, I examine how theorizing on 

interactional turn-taking, co-narration, and positioning lend insights into the uses of the linguistic 

devices of constructed dialogue, repetition, overlap, and silence, along with the paralinguistic 

feature of laughter. In doing so, I demonstrate that conversational stories told in a round 

constitute a particularly rich site in which family members can co-construct their personal 

identities as well as a set of shared family identities, whether these shared identities belong to a 

small subset of family members or to the extended family group as a whole.  

  In what follows, I provide a more in-depth review of narrative and family discourse, 

discussing the major linguistic theories and devices that figure into my analysis as outlined 

above. I then turn to the data and methods employed in the present study. I first give background 

information on the extended family members who participated in the analyzed story round, 

highlighting the various familial connections between each of the six participants, myself 

included. I then review the method of data collection, which follows discourse analytic and 
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interactional sociolinguistic traditions. The subsequent analysis section is subdivided into three 

main parts: the first section concentrates on how each of the six participants builds their personal 

identity through the examined story round; the second section focuses on the development of 

shared family identities amongst subgroups of participants; the third section highlights ways in 

which the participants as a whole co-construct a shared family identity. Finally, I conclude by 

linking the present analysis to existing research on family and narrative discourse, highlighting 

the implications of the present study and future directions for research on narrative rounds that 

occur in family discourse.    

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 

Introduction 

  As suggested by the title, the present work will address issues of identity construction in 

conversational narratives, specifically those shared in one extended family (my own). Before 

turning to my data, I will provide an overview of relevant areas of research, beginning with a 

discussion of narrative studies. Specifically, I will examine the structure of conversational 

narratives, paying special attention to narratives that are shared one after another in what Tannen 

(2005) terms a story round (see also Polanyi, 1979). I will then offer an overview of family 

discourse as a broad domain of inquiry, paying special attention to the ways in which family 

discourse is collaboratively achieved, especially when narratives serve as a focal point of such 

discourse. Finally, I will address the various linguistic features, such as repetition and what 

Tannen (2007b) calls constructed dialogue, that occur throughout my data and form a major 

focus of my analysis. In tying together past work on narrative discourse and family discourse, I 
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aim to illuminate the ways in which conversational narratives, particularly those told in a round, 

serve as highly effective tools for identity construction within family groups.  

Narrative Discourse 

Introduction to the Study of Narrative  

  Narrative discourse is a major area of interest for a wide range of academic disciplines 

and has been since the mid-twentieth century (De Fina & Johnstone, 2015). The term narrative 

has been defined variously over the years, with seminal work from linguists, notably William 

Labov, focusing largely on the structure of oral narratives. Labov (1972) takes a narrative (what 

I will also call a story or a tale here) to be, “one method of recapitulating past experience by 

matching a verbal sequence of clauses to the sequence of events which (it is inferred) actually 

occurred” (pp. 359-360). In other words, Labov suggests that a narrative is temporally ordered 

and that this order is reflected in the specific language a narrator uses. Examining narratives he 

elicited, which were largely monologic tellings, Labov (1972) specifies the potential elements of 

a narrative as including the following: the abstract (an overview or summary of the story); the 

orientation (the background or setting for the story); the complicating action (the events that lead 

up to the climax of the story); the evaluation (the ways in which the narrator illustrates the point 

of the narrative, as well as the ways in which the audience responds to the narrative events); the 

result or resolution (the end of the series of events that make up a narrative); and the coda (the 

shift from the story world back to the world in which the narrative is told). It should be noted that 

though many of these elements are considered crucial components of narrative discourse and 

generally occur in the order in which they are listed, some elements may not appear in a given 

narrative (e.g., abstract) and others commonly occur at one or more points throughout a narrative 
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(e.g., evaluation). All of these narrative elements represent a point of departure for much of the 

existing work on narrative discourse and will also serve as a point of departure for my present 

analysis.  

  In addition to the canonical definition of narrative just discussed, many linguists have 

recently shifted to examine lesser studied narrative types such as narratives told about ongoing or 

future events, those shared with the goal of proving a specific point, and those that discuss every 

day, habitual events (De Fina & Johnstone, 2015). For example, Bamberg and Georgakopoulou 

(2008) analyze what they call small stories, or stories which are markedly brief and likely exhibit 

only some of the narrative elements outlined above. Similarly, Tannen (2008) expands the 

theoretical bounds of narrative discourse by positing three distinct yet interrelated types of 

narratives: small-n narratives (the narration of a specific set of events); big-N Narratives (the 

narrative themes that arise from the narration of a specific set of events); and Master Narratives 

(the societal ideologies that underlie big-N and small-n narratives). It is also important to 

mention here that many linguists have moved from a focus on narratives elicited by the 

researcher(s) to those that naturally occur in conversation, as well as to how such narratives are 

shaped by all participants. Norrick (2000) focuses entirely on the many aspects of storytelling 

that characterize spontaneous narratives occurring in every day talk, examining topics such as 

who tells a story, why certain narratives are told repeatedly, and how stories told in a sequence 

are occasioned. The last of these topics is of particular relevance to the data that form the basis of 

the present analysis; I address this next. 
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Story Rounds 

  Tannen (2005) refers to a sequence of stories that are thematically similar as a story 

round, stating, “I use the term story round to refer to a particular kind of story cluster, in which 

speakers exchange stories of personal experiences that illustrate similar points” (p. 126). Many 

scholars have examined this idea, including those building on Sacks’s (1992) work on second 

stories (e.g., Arminen, 2004; Siromaa, 2012). Others have called such rounds response stories 

(e.g., Norrick, 2000), story sequences (e.g., Coates, 2001) or story series (e.g., Mulholland, 

1996). Regardless of the particular term used, scholars who have addressed the general 

phenomenon captured by the term story round routinely emphasize certain features of this 

unique storytelling pattern. For example, Ervin-Tripp and Küntay (1997) note that conversational 

stories occurring in rounds frequently exhibit, “continuity of genre, continuities of latent topic, 

continuities of key, emulation of form, and presupposition or ellipsis” (p. 149). This is to say that 

narratives shared as part of a series are often linked by topic, theme, structure, and/or narrative 

style. Additionally, in naming ellipsis as a feature of story rounds, the authors point to the fact 

that stories that follow the first narrative told in a round typically do not need an extended 

introduction (if any introduction at all) as the initial story in a round lays the narrative 

groundwork for subsequent stories. It is the thematic, topical, and structural coherence of stories 

told in a round that typically presupposes the telling of subsequent stories.  

  The place of discourse coherence and topical cohesion in interaction have been addressed 

in a number of other works as well. They are relevant to the present discussion as coherence is an 

aspect of conversation that is particularly important for the development of a story round. In 

“Money tree, lasagna bush, salt and pepper: Social construction of topical cohesion in a 
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conversation among Italian-Americans,” Erickson (1982) analyzes naturalistic, dinnertime 

conversation of a young Italian-American family, arguing that there are three levels of 

conversational devices, which he calls production resources, that affect the intelligibility and 

cohesion of an interaction. He states that in creating an interaction, interlocutors may draw on 

local production resources that are available in the immediate environment (e.g., eye gaze); local 

production resources once removed such as references to previous conversations held amongst 

the same interlocutors (such references have been commonly referred to by linguists as 

intertextuality; e.g., Tannen, 2007b); and non-local production resources that depend on an 

understanding of the cultural organization of society at large. Drawing on these resources allows 

family members to talk seamlessly about the seemingly disparate topics of “money tree,” 

“lasagna bush,” and “salt and pepper” that appear in the author’s title. Similarly, Gumperz’s 

(1992) theorization of contextualization cues in which he suggests that interlocutors draw on, 

“verbal and nonverbal signs to relate what is said at any one time and in any one place to 

knowledge acquired through past experience” (p. 230) highlights the fact conversation is highly 

context dependent and requires interlocutors to orient to linguistic and paralinguistic cues to 

make sense of interaction. An orientation to such contextualization cues is important as it helps 

interlocutors distinguish between the message of an utterance, or what is said, and the 

metamessage of an utterance, or what is meant (Bateson, 1972, as cited in Tannen, 2014, p. 357). 

Taken together with Erickson’s (1982) production resources, contextualization cues and 

(meta)messages reflect both the need for coherence in interaction and explicate how coherence 

can be achieved.  
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  Finally, Erickson (1988) directly links these discussions of coherence and cohesion back 

to the concept of the story round in much the same way that Ervin-Tripp and Küntay (1997) 

emphasize various levels of continuity across narratives told in a round. Erickson examined a 

sequence of stories that occurred during a dinnertime conversation with the same Italian-

American family from his 1982 study, finding that the achievement of a narrative round 

depended upon the continuity of topic, protagonist, and keying across stories, as well as active 

participation from the group of interlocutors. Specifically, in analyzing a series of stories in 

which family members tell about accidents they almost had while riding their bikes, Erickson 

showed not only how cohesion in this story round was constructed, but also how the participants 

indexed their familial identities and created connections with each other. In this way, Erickson’s 

work provides further evidence that a story round is effective when the group of narratives 

exhibits coherence. In turn, this observation helps explain why the second (or third or fourth) 

stories in a round do not necessarily need a prolonged introduction – their connection to and 

replication of the elements in prior stories serve as introduction enough. I particularly emphasize 

this structural quality of story rounds here as my ensuing analysis will pay special attention to the 

juxtaposition of stories and the transitional points between narratives.  

  In addition to the focus on the structural qualities of story rounds, many scholars have 

stressed the interactional functions that this pattern of telling serves. For example, Norrick 

(2000) argues that, “response stories are constructed to demonstrate understanding of their 

predecessors and to comment on them” (p. 112); Coates (2001) claims that story rounds “can be 

a powerful way of ‘doing’ friendship” (p. 82). In both cases, the authors highlight that 

interlocutors must pay close attention to the narratives told before their own in order to achieve 
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the topical, thematic, or stylistic coherence that generally underlies story rounds. In fact, in 

Mulholland’s (1996) analysis of a conversation among professional colleagues wherein they took 

turns telling stories, she reveals how a turn that did not adhere to the same structural or topical 

qualities of the two previous story turns led to a lack of involvement from the speaker’s 

interlocutors and a disruption of the fairly collegial conversation that had, until that point, 

afforded the colleagues a sense of common ground and shared experience. Thus, story rounds 

open up a space in which narrators can share their personal experiences with others, yet to 

successfully continue the round, interlocutors must develop a measure of connection with each 

other as represented by the content and structure of their narratives. In this way, story rounds can 

help bolster existing relationships between narrators by drawing out speakers’ common 

experiences and shared values.  

  The interactional functions of telling stories in a sequence have also been examined in 

other unique settings. For example, Küntay and Şenay (2003) analyze story rounds within a 

Turkish pre-school classroom and Arminen (2004) examines second stories (Sacks, 1992) in 

Alcoholics Anonymous (AA) meetings. In both cases, the authors found that the telling of stories 

in a sequence or round in these settings not only reflected a high level of coherence from one 

narrative to the next, but also achieved more specialized functions. For example, Küntay and 

Şenay (2003) found that Turkish preschool children were more likely to duplicate the literal 

content rather than the thematic point of a prior narrative (whereas adults might emphasize a 

recurrent narrative theme). They also found that children were fairly likely to use second stories 

to create a sense of “one-upmanship” (p. 564). Meanwhile, Arminen’s (2004) study of second 

stories produced in the context of Alcoholics Anonymous (AA) meetings revealed that such 
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stories are useful to the dimension of mutual help that is prevalent in these meetings. This is to 

say, AA members’ stories are designed in such a way that tellers not only help themselves by 

verbalizing their personal experiences with alcohol addiction, but also help their fellow 

members: By focusing on the ways in which their stories are similar to those of their 

interlocutors, AA members forge a sense of community in which everyone demonstrates an 

understanding of the trials the others have faced. Both of these studies, while distinguished from 

many other studies on story rounds by their particular sets of participants and situational 

contexts, once again highlight the relational nature of narratives told in rounds. Whether 

narrators aim to obtain therapeutic value by sharing their personal stories, compete for the 

spotlight in the sense of the pre-school children’s one-upmanship, or simply create a collegial 

environment amongst speakers, all of the present studies underline the place of coherence and 

collaboration in the manifestation of narrative rounds.  

Positioning and Identity Construction 

  Before turning to a discussion of existing research on family discourse and the particular 

linguistic features that are especially important in my analysis, it is necessary to address the 

concepts of positioning and identity construction as they are both highly influential in studies of 

narrative discourse and figure heavily into the work I will review on family discourse. The 

importance of identity emerged early on in the study of narrative. For example, Labov (1972) 

noted that narratives could be used for self-aggrandizement. Later, the notion of positioning 

emerged as a means of delving more deeply into the ways narratives are used to construct 

identities. For example, Davies and Harré (1990) outlined key components of positioning theory, 

explaining that positioning refers to the ways in which interlocutors jointly construct themselves 
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and each other as social beings through interaction. Their later work on positioning also 

emphasized one’s understanding of the various social categories such as “parent/child” that 

“partition the universe of human beings” and how “we” in a general sense conceive of ourselves 

as “belonging in the world in certain ways” (Davies & Harré, 1999, p. 36). Positioning has also 

been taken up by a number of other scholars who have either connected positioning theory with 

other major interactional theories (e.g., Gordon, 2015 examines how framing and positioning are 

complementary theories that emphasize the co-constructed nature of interaction) or have 

elucidated particular types of positioning that can occur in interaction. Of particular interest here 

is Bamberg’s (1997) article on the role of positioning in narrative discourse.  

  Bamberg (1997) lays out three distinct levels of positioning as they relate to narrative 

discourse. Level 1 positioning refers to how characters (often including the narrator) within a 

given story are positioned vis-à-vis each other; level 2 positioning denotes the way in which 

narrators position themselves to their audience via the telling world, or the present day world in 

which a narrative is told; and level 3 positioning relates to the ways in which a narrator 

discursively answers the question, “Who am I?” (p. 337). Each of these levels of positioning is 

particularly useful to discussions of identity construction within narrative discourse as narrators 

represent a multiplicity of selves when they relate personal narratives and Bamberg’s three levels 

of positioning offer a concrete structure for analyzing the construction of these multiple selves. 

This approach is widely used in existing studies on identity construction in narrative discourse 

(e.g., De Fina, 2013; Kulbayeva, 2021; Tovares, 2010). For this reason, I will draw heavily on 

Bamberg’s framework in my analysis.  
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  To further illuminate the close relationship between positioning and identity construction, 

I will turn now to two major works on identity construction in conversational and narrative 

interaction. Bucholtz and Hall (2005) stipulate a sociocultural linguistic approach to identity 

construction, arguing that identity is “a relational and sociocultural phenomenon that emerges 

and circulates in local discourse contexts of interaction rather than as a stable structure located 

primarily in the individual psyche or in fixed social categories” (pp. 585-586). In other words, 

one’s sense of self emerges through repeated social interaction with others rather than operating 

as a static structure that permanently locates one within pre-existing social categories. Earlier, 

Schiffrin (1996) pointed to the complexity of identity construction as an interactional process by 

applying the concept to narrative discourse. Specifically, she analyzed a variety of linguistic 

devices employed by two mothers who, in the context of sociolinguistic interviews, related 

stories about prior interactions with younger women in their families (a daughter and a daughter-

in-law). Through her analysis, Schiffrin showed that the mothers were able to negotiate their 

societal role of “mother” via interaction and, more broadly, that narratives help us make sense 

“not just of our personal selves, but also of our social and cultural identities” (p. 170). In this 

way, Schiffrin attended not only to the idea that identities are dynamic and co-constructed 

through interaction, but also to the idea that they reflect a combination of a personal sense of self 

and broad sociocultural categories, an idea Bucholtz and Hall (2005) also emphasize.  

  All of the studies reviewed here on the topics of positioning and identity construction 

reveal the complex nature of interaction and the ways in which interaction allows speakers to 

negotiate their sense of self with their interlocutors. I now turn to the domain of family discourse, 
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first offering a brief overview of the domain and then focusing on the particular ways in which 

family interaction can serve as a site for identity work.  

Family Discourse 

  Family discourse, like narrative discourse, is a vast topic of research that spans a number 

of disciplines such as anthropology, communication studies, and the various approaches to the 

study of discourse within and beyond the field of linguistics. Studies on family discourse have 

provided invaluable insight on how “families use language to jointly accomplish everyday family 

life” (Gordon, 2013, p. 1). Many analyses of family interaction have focused on families with 

young children (e.g., Blum-Kulka, 1993; Gordon, 2009; Ochs & Taylor, 1995), and many have 

relied on dinnertime meals as a primary site for investigating family interactions (e.g., Blum-

Kulka, 1993; Kendall, 2006; Ochs & Taylor, 1995). In both of these areas, scholars have 

illuminated the processes of socialization that occur through conversational and narrative 

interaction within families as well as how family discourse broadly relates to identity 

construction. For example, Ochs and Taylor (1995) explore how family relationships are 

constructed in how stories are introduced, told, and evaluated (e.g., mothers often introduce 

children’s stories and child protagonists are frequently evaluated by fathers). Other studies have 

pushed past a focus on families with young children and on family dinnertime as a site for 

analysis, incorporating a wide range of linguistic theories and devices into their analyses such as 

framing, positioning, intertextuality, and discourse coherence (Gordon, 2013). I will review a 

few of these key works here.  

  In Family Talk: Discourse and Identity in Four American Families (Tannen, Kendall, & 

Gordon, 2007), scholars in discourse analysis analyze data derived from a study in which the 
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daily activities of four dual-income, American families were recorded across a one-week period 

by the family members themselves. This process of data collection meant that families were 

recorded not only at dinnertime, but also at work and during social outings or weekly errands. In 

taking such a broad scope, the authors were able to contribute valuable insight on the topics of 

power and solidarity, gendered identities, and shared family values. For example, in chapter 2, 

Tannen (2007a) demonstrated that power, meaning “hierarchy or control,” often does not operate 

in opposition to solidarity, meaning “connection or intimacy,” but rather that the two concepts 

frequently operate together in family interactions (p. 28). Other contributing authors showed how 

young families might create a shared political identity through talk (Gordon, 2007a), how family 

members draw on material from television in their interactions (Tovares, 2007), and the ways in 

which narrative discourse – in particular how one responds to a narrative told about one’s child’s 

misbehavior – allows interlocutors to build aspects of their personal identity in line with certain 

social identities such as “mother” (Gordon, 2007b). In covering a multitude of linguistic theories 

and concepts, and in highlighting identity construction, this work on family talk provides 

grounding for my own analysis of family discourse.  

  Several other studies have contributed to work on family discourse in ways that are 

highly relevant to the data that I will analyze. Gordon (2003), following Lerner (1993) and 

Kangasharju (1996), investigated the topic of an interactional team in which “two or more 

participants align supportively with one another” and exhibit patterned forms of participation, 

such as by sharing a turn at talk (p. 396). Specifically, Gordon highlights how shared laughter, 

repetition, and back channeling (e.g., minimal responses such as “yeah” or “mhm”) can all 

function to show that one or more interlocutors align with another. Gordon expands on this work 
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in her 2009 chapter, “Tell Uncle Noodles What You Did Today,” which focuses on how two 

parents and their adult friends (their child’s symbolic aunt and uncle) align together in how they 

interact with, and tell narratives about, the child. She examines how repetition, format tying (a 

type of repetition in which one speaker invokes another’s words or sentence structures in their 

own speech – see M. H. Goodwin, 1990), and the use of a familylect (vocabulary created and 

used by a family, a term Gordon traces to Søndergaard, 1991) can help develop a shared family 

identity, especially as related to interlocutors who act as a parenting team. She also highlights 

the role of what Tannen (2007b) calls constructed dialogue in narrating such a team. In a similar 

vein, Tovares (2010) focuses on the construction of a shared family identity, researching the use 

of small stories (see Bamberg & Georgakopoulou, 2008) within family discourse and exhibiting 

how a family’s pets can serve as an effective resource for building a shared family identity. In 

sum, all three of these sources highlight the often collaborative nature of family discourse and 

serve as an apt entry point for a discussion of prior research on collaborative talk.  

Collaborative Talk 

  Many researchers have addressed the ways in which a set of interlocutors can work 

collaboratively to achieve a particular communicative goal. Some have focused on conversation 

and others on narrative interaction, but all reflect on the ways in which interlocutors negotiate 

their rights to the conversational floor. For example, Falk (1979, 1980) posits the concept of a 

conversational duet in which two people who share mutual knowledge of a topic and similar 

communicative goals work in tandem during an interaction with another party or parties. Falk 

argues that these dueters are in a unique interactional position, able to speak on behalf of each 

other or take a conversational turn allocated to their partner without issue, an assertion that is 
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particularly noteworthy in light of Schiffrin’s (1993) analysis of speaking for another. Schiffrin 

argues that speaking for another, or speaking on behalf of another person who is also present in 

the conversation, can either index a high degree of solidarity between two speakers (i.e., that two 

speakers know each other so well that they can accurately claim knowledge of the other’s 

thoughts and feelings) or can have negative interactional consequences (i.e., if a speaker does not 

agree with what is said on their behalf, or does not feel the speaker has the right to speak on their 

behalf, feelings of ill-will may arise). Both Falk and Schiffrin highlight the delicate nature of 

interaction and some of the conditions that allow people to act in ways that interactionally join 

two participants together, along with some of the effects of such a connection.   

  Similar to Falk’s concept of the conversational duet, Mandelbaum (1987) examines how 

couples negotiate telling shared stories. Her analysis reveals that specific interactional moves are 

common to stories co-narrated by couples. For example, one partner might correct an error in 

what the other has said or they might ask their partner to verify the details that they themselves 

have supplied in their account of a narrative event. Through such strategies, members of a couple 

highlight their relationship in interaction. Norrick (1997) expands on these insights on co-

narration by examining tales that not only have been experienced by more than one of the 

interlocutors present, but that also have been repeatedly told, often amongst the same group of 

interlocutors. In doing so, Norrick convincingly argues that co-narration of known tales generally 

creates a sense of group rapport and shared values that justifies the telling of stories previously 

told.  

  Taken together, these studies highlight various contexts in which collaboration amongst 

conversational participants, their relationships, and their identities are simultaneously reflected in 



16 

 

and created by particular discursive actions. A pair of interlocutors might work in tandem to 

relate the events of a shared experience, a speaker might index their close relationship with an 

interlocutor by speaking for that interlocutor, or a group of speakers might develop a sense of 

group rapport by collaboratively telling the same story on multiple occasions. Clearly, there are 

numerous ways in which a group of interlocutors can work together in interaction, and it is 

important to analyze the specific interactional devices that support such collaboration. For this 

reason, I will now turn to a brief overview of the linguistic devices most prevalent in the story 

round to be examined below.   

Overview of Relevant Linguistic Features 

Constructed Dialogue 

  Constructed dialogue is an interactional device in which a speaker “reports” or 

recontextualizes what they or another person supposedly said on a separate occasion (Tannen, 

2007b). It is used in a number of settings and for a variety of purposes. For example, constructed 

dialogue might be used to convey a speaker’s thoughts, to speak for a group of people, or to 

speak for an animal or a baby that cannot yet talk. As Tannen explains, it is particularly common 

in storytelling where, “by giving voice to characters,” constructed dialogue “makes story into 

drama and listeners into an interpreting audience to the drama” (p. 132). This creates what she 

calls involvement in the interaction, or a sense of connection that speakers may feel to each other 

or to the places and things referenced in an interaction.  

  Constructed dialogue has also previously been termed reported speech as in Hamilton’s 

(1998) analysis of online forum posts from bone marrow transplant survivors. Reported speech is 

generally considered to take two forms: indirect reported speech is a device by which a 
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speaker’s thoughts or words are summarized rather than directly quoted; direct reported speech 

refers to dialogue or a quotation that is attributed to a speaker (Tannen, 2007b). Though 

constructed dialogue and reported speech are highly related terms used to analyze what a person 

supposedly said or thought in a particular interaction, I follow Tannen’s (2007b) argument that 

constructed dialogue is a more precise term in that it captures the fact that any speech, even if 

repeated verbatim by a given speaker, is necessarily transformed by the context in which it is 

uttered and is therefore “constructed” (p. 112). For this reason, I will refer to such speech as 

constructed dialogue throughout the ensuing analysis with the exception of relating the results of 

Hamilton’s (1998) study in which she invokes the term reported speech.  

  For the purposes of the present analysis, I will focus on a few particular functions of 

constructed dialogue that relate directly to identity work accomplished via narrative interaction. 

To begin, Hamilton (1998) demonstrates how direct reported speech as used by bone marrow 

transplant survivors in their web-mediated transplant stories helps create vivid, and frequently 

negative, identities for their doctors. Specifically, Hamilton argues that the use of direct reported 

speech adds a level of credibility to the survivors’ comments on their experiences because it, 

“provide[s] the perception of direct experience to the audience” (p. 63), making it harder for the 

audience to refute the survivors’ claims as implausible or exaggerated. Additionally, Hamilton 

notes how transplant survivors create distance between themselves as patients and their doctors 

by using indirect reported speech to reflect their own thoughts or actions while using direct 

reported speech to relate what a doctor supposedly said or did. The juxtaposition of indirect and 

direct reported speech, and the distance it creates, allows the patients to develop a positive 

identity for themselves and a negative one for their doctors. In this way, it becomes clear that 
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constructed dialogue (or reported speech) often plays a crucial role in identity work carried out 

via narrative mediums.  

  Tannen (2007b) also points to a specific function of constructed dialogue that is highly 

relevant to the present analysis. Tannen discusses how constructed dialogue can be used by an 

audience member to voice a character in someone else’s narrative, arguing that such an 

interactional move, “demonstrates how thoroughly the listener appreciates the perspective of the 

speaker” (p. 117). Assuming that a listener does not have prior knowledge of a particular story, it 

would be impossible for them to recite what a character actually said within the world of the 

story. For this reason, if a listener supplies the supposed speech of a character, it follows that 

they have been both highly attentive to the narrator and that they understand the thematic point 

the narrator aims to make. In this sense, though the local function of such an instantiation of 

constructed dialogue is markedly different from the function Hamilton (1998) discusses in her 

work, constructed dialogue supplied by a listener rather than a narrator is equally important to an 

analysis of narrative identity work as it reflects the relationship between interlocutors. 

  Existing studies of narrative discourse have highlighted the ways in which constructed 

dialogue contributes to processes of identity construction. For example, Kulbayeva (2021) shows 

how constructed dialogue in the talk of two Kazakh-speaking neighbors serves to construct a 

shared identity for these neighbors as “morally superior.” Even more relevant for my analysis, 

previously mentioned studies by Schiffrin (1996) and Gordon (2007a, 2009) show how 

constructing dialogue for characters in a story serves to create and display family identities. For 

example, Schiffrin demonstrates how narrators construct their own and other characters’ agentive 

selves in the context of women’s family relationships while Gordon (2007a) highlights how 
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constructed dialogue helps create a shared political identity among family members. Taken 

together, these studies set the stage for the ensuing analysis in which I show how constructed 

dialogue plays a crucial role in the discursive construction of participants’ individual and shared 

identities. 

Repetition 

  Repetition, like constructed dialogue, is a linguistic device that is frequently used across 

various types of discourse and for a variety of interactional purposes. Tannen’s (2007b) 

foundational work on repetition in conversational and literary discourse provides important 

grounding for my analysis. Tannen distinguishes between allo-repetition in which a speaker 

repeats what another has said and self-repetition in which a speaker repeats what they themselves 

have said. Tannen also points to the fact that a given phrase can be restated verbatim or that it 

may be slightly altered at either a lexical or structural level. However, no matter the type or form 

of repetition, instances of repetition are generally highly relevant to detailed interactional 

analyses. For example, Tannen demonstrates that repetition can be used to ratify what a speaker 

has said, to create humor, or to savor a particularly amusing or salient moment of interaction. 

  Building on this work, Gordon (2003), as discussed above, highlights the way in which 

repeating what another has said can create a sense of supportive alignment between two 

speakers. Gordon argues that this occurs when, “one participant ratifies and supports another’s 

turns at talk and what he or she has to say, creating ties of cooperation, collaboration, and 

agreement” (p. 397). Gordon (2007a) emphasizes the role of repetition in processes of parent-

child socialization, as well as in the construction of a shared family identity, while Gordon 

(2009) demonstrates how repetition can serve to discursively position family friends as members 
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of the family. Tovares (2007) shows how repeating language from a television show in family 

talk can facilitate intergenerational discourse and serve as a resource for building and negotiating 

knowledge. In sum, studies such as these show how participants use repetition to reflect their 

appreciation of what another has said and how speakers are in a position to build a shared 

identity based on shared values, a point that will prove particularly useful to the following 

analysis.  

Turn-Taking Structures 

  The organizational structure of story rounds has already been discussed in relation to 

Ervin-Tripp and Küntay’s (1997) study of conversational stories and Erickson’s (1988) article on 

the story round occasioned during a mealtime conversation of a young family. It is also worth 

briefly discussing Sacks, Schegloff, and Jefferson’s (1974) work on the organization of turn-

taking in interaction more generally as their research also relates to the place of silence and 

overlap in conversation, two linguistic devices that figure into the analysis of the present data.   

  Sacks et al. suggest that in “any conversation” the following conditions will be met: the 

speaker will change one or more times, often with little to no pause between speakers; there will 

generally only be one speaker at a time, with one interlocutor quickly dropping out in cases of 

overlap; turn order and length varies, as does the number of turns each speaker takes and the 

ways in which turns are allocated; there are tools for repairing a conversation in case of an 

organizational breakdown (pp. 700-701). Sacks et al.’s framework for turn-taking in interaction 

is a valuable starting point for examining the structural qualities of any given interaction as many 

aspects of the framework have been shown to apply across many conversational settings, helping 

explain why interlocutors make specific interactional moves at particular points such as 
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relinquishing the conversational floor to another speaker. However, narrative discourse such as 

the story rounds previously discussed can diverge from this framework, and specific devices 

such as silence and overlap can function in multifaceted ways that contradict the framework.  

  To begin, let us consider the place of silence in interaction. Sacks et al. suggest not only 

that silence performs specific functions such as marking transitional moments between turns, but 

also that the length of a silence should be minimized for the sake of fluid talk. However, there 

are also many works that highlight culturally (or sub-culturally) specific uses of silence in an 

effort to show that silence is not always seen as indicative of a conversational breakdown (e.g., 

Eades, 2000; Tannen, 2005). Such works point to the fact that different sets of speakers may be 

comfortable with different lengths of silence. Still other research focuses on the multimodal 

aspects of interaction that indicate that silence may co-occur with body language that renders it 

interactionally meaningful (e.g., Carter, 2007). That silence can have so many different functions 

and interpretations is important as I later investigate my own silence not as demonstrating a lack 

of interest in a particular portion of the recorded interaction but as indexing my prior knowledge 

of what the speaker (Dustin) was discussing at that moment.  

  Finally, it is worth discussing the way in which Sacks et al. (1974) treat overlap. 

Specifically, the authors argue that overlap rarely occurs in interaction, and that when it does, it 

is generally brief as one of the two speakers will quickly stop speaking so that the other may 

continue unencumbered. Though there are multiple cases of such overlap present in my data, it is 

also important to note that overlap can do more than simply interrupt another speaker. In fact, 

Tannen (2005) posits the term cooperative overlap, suggesting that certain instances of overlap 

for some speakers are actually an indication of support and enthusiasm from a speaker’s 
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interlocutor rather than a disruption. That more than one type of overlap exists is important 

because instances of cooperative overlap can help develop a sense of shared values and like 

communicative goals amongst participants, as we will see in the story round I analyze.  

Audience Participation 

  As already discussed, much existing research on narrative and family discourse highlights 

the collaborative nature of interaction in which participants might speak for each other, co-

narrate a story, or repeat what another has said. The place of collaboration in interaction forms a 

major focus of my data analysis, and for this reason, I want to add one more layer of complexity 

to the present review of literature by addressing the topic of audience participation. As C. 

Goodwin (1986) points out, all audience members enter an interaction with their own prior 

knowledge and perspectives on an array of topics, and such knowledge may affect the way in 

which they react to or evaluate (Labov, 1972) the events and details of a story. Similarly, an 

audience member’s reaction, whether subtle or explicit, may then influence the way that the rest 

of the audience perceives a particular story. As such, Goodwin argues that, “the meaning that the 

story will be found to have thus emerges not from the actions of the speaker alone, but rather as 

the product of a collaborative process of interaction in which the audience plays a very active 

role” (p. 283). Goodwin’s finding recalls Bamberg’s (1997) work on positioning in which he 

supposes that one of the three levels of positioning likely to occur in narrative interaction (level 2 

positioning) is that in which the narrator and audience members position themselves to each 

other in the present day, telling world. By bringing these two works together, we see how 

audience participation is a crucial area of analysis to attend to in any study of narrative discourse 
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and identity construction as audience members can have an acute effect on the identity 

construction of their interlocutors as well as themselves.   

Conclusion 

  In this review of literature, I have provided an overview of existing research on narrative 

and family discourse with a focus on the concept of the story round and the place of identity 

construction in interaction. In particular, I have emphasized the structural elements of story 

rounds and interactional turn-taking systems as well as many local, interactional devices such as 

constructed dialogue, repetition, and cooperative overlap that provide interlocutors with the 

ability to co-construct personal and shared identities. This overview provides the grounding for 

the ensuing analysis in which I examine a story round that occurs during a conversation amongst 

a group of my family members shortly following a shared family meal.  

DATA AND METHODS 

Participants 

  The participants for the present study all belong to my extended family. In line with other 

interactional sociolinguistic studies, such as Tannen’s (2005) study of a Thanksgiving dinner 

conversation in which she participated with her friends and Gordon’s (2003) study of the 

discourse of her own family, I recorded and analyze interactions in which I was co-present as a 

participant. My mother, my father, and his three younger siblings form the focal point of the 

family group selected, with these five family members, their spouses, their children (as well as 

the children’s spouses), and their grandchildren making up my pool of potential participants. Of 

these family members, a total of fifteen agreed to participate, meaning they agreed to participate 

in conversations that would be audio-recorded and in playback sessions wherein they would 
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listen and react to these recordings (see Tannen, 2005). Thirteen were able to participate in one 

or more recording sessions; the two family members who consented to be in the study but did not 

participate had unavoidable scheduling conflicts. Of the thirteen family members who 

participated, five (in addition to me) are featured in the recording segment chosen for analysis. 

These five family members include my mother, Lily; my aunt, Polly (my father’s sister); my 

cousin (and Polly’s daughter), Ally; my sister, Kara; and my fiancé, Dustin (all names and 

nicknames used throughout the transcript and analysis are pseudonyms). My father, Ralph 

(nicknamed Ralphie), was also present for part of the larger recording from which the present 

segment of data was selected but had a prior commitment that necessitated him leaving before 

the recording session was completed. There were also four other family members directly named 

during the recorded interaction: Polly’s stepson (and Ally’s half-brother), Franklin (nicknamed 

Frank); Polly’s husband (and Ally’s father), Marcus; Polly and Ralph’s sister, Ann; and Lily’s 

mother (who was not given a pseudonym as she was never referenced by name in the recording).  

  The participants involved in the selected data segment fall into two generations. Lily and 

Polly are part of the older generation represented whose members ranged in age from early to 

late sixties at the time of recording. This generation also happens to be the oldest generation of 

my family with currently living members. Lily is related to the four siblings that form the core of 

the family unit via marriage to Ralph and has known his three younger siblings (Chad, Ann, and 

Polly) since she and Ralph were sixteen years old. Polly is the youngest of the four siblings and 

was only eight years old when Lily started dating Ralph, a detail which is important as it relates 

to the fact that Polly has long since thought of my mother as an older sister. In contrast, Ally, 

Kara, Dustin, and I are all part of the younger generation represented amongst the study 
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participants, ranging in age from late twenties to mid-thirties at the time of recording. Ally is 

Polly’s first-born child and is only a few months older than Kara, Lily’s first-born child. Ally and 

Kara are two of the three oldest cousins on my father’s side of the family whereas I am the 

youngest of my generation. It is also important to name that Ally has a younger brother, Jack, 

who is only a couple months older than me. Jack is not a participant and he is not explicitly 

named within the data, but I do reference him in the analysis to help situate the data. Finally, as 

my fiancé, Dustin has been a part of the family for the shortest length of time but had met all 

participants in the selected data segment on more than one occasion before the recording session 

occurred. 

  It is also worth noting that all of the participants involved in the recording are white and 

middle to upper-middle class. Lily and Polly (as well as Polly’s siblings Ralph, Chad, and Ann) 

were born and raised in Connecticut. Lily and Ralph moved to Kentucky for professional 

pursuits, which is where Kara and I were born and raised. Dustin was also raised in Kentucky but 

grew up in a variety of small towns in eastern Kentucky whereas Kara and I spent our childhoods 

in the second largest city in the state. Polly and Marcus moved from Connecticut to Indiana 

when Ally was a young child; this is where they raised Ally and her younger brother, Jack. 

Given the centrality of religion in the data I analyze, it should also be mentioned that Lily and 

Polly were brought up as members of the Catholic Church but chose to leave the Church before 

raising their own children. Kara and I were brought up without any particular religious beliefs, 

whereas Ally and her brother attended Episcopal Church services as children. Dustin was raised 

in the Methodist Church but has not remained an active member of this, or any other, religion.  
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Data Collection 

  After designing the study and receiving approval from Georgetown University’s 

Institutional Review Board to proceed (IRB #00004414), I approached potential participants via 

phone, email or Facebook messenger, whichever method of communication was most frequently 

used between a particular family member and me. I explained that the goal of the study was to 

capture naturalistic conversation that would allow me to explore how we interact as a family, and 

I noted that I might also ask participants to share stories about our family. Any potential 

participants who expressed interest were sent an IRB approved written consent form via email, 

given the space to ask any follow-up questions they might have, and were asked to return the 

form signed if they were comfortable with the study parameters. I then arranged a series of Zoom 

calls and in-person recording sessions according to participants’ schedules.  

  In total, five recordings were made. Two recordings took place in person over the 

Thanksgiving holidays, were captured via my smartphone, and lasted for a little under two and a 

half hours. Three recordings took place over Zoom, each lasting between one and two hours. 

Though video and audio are automatically captured when using the recording function in Zoom, 

I only reviewed the audio from Zoom sessions so that the Zoom data would be comparable to the 

audio data I was able to capture on my smartphone. I was a participant in both in-person 

recordings and in all but one of the three Zoom recordings in which Lily recorded the Zoom 

meeting per my verbal and written instructions. Before beginning each recording, I reminded all 

participants that they could ask me to stop the recording at any point and could request that I 

delete any portion of any recording for any reason and at any point in the course of the study 

(Lily gave this reminder for the recording that she captured). None of the participants requested 
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that any part of any recording be erased, so I listened to all recordings in full before selecting a 

segment for analysis.  

  To select a segment for analysis, I began by making detailed notes about the topic and 

structure of conversation as I listened to the five recordings. I then grouped segments of the 

various recordings by the major linguistic themes and phenomena I repeatedly noticed in the data 

such as the presence of story rounds, instances of participants working as interactional teams, 

and a thematic focus on family matriarchs. After creating rough transcriptions for a number of 

segments of interest, I selected a seventeen minute segment for analysis in which a story round 

took place. I chose the story round for two main reasons. First of all, the fully revised transcript 

exhibited a number of interesting linguistic phenomena such as constructed dialogue and 

repetition. Secondly, I was particularly intrigued by the way in which a number of seemingly 

diffuse topics were seamlessly woven into a single round of narratives that inspired lively 

conversation. The development of the story round was also interesting as Polly and Lily seemed 

to have decided before the recording even started that it should focus on family stories. This is to 

say that though I mentioned during the recruitment process that I might ask for family stories, I 

did not initiate the recording or suggest that we focus our discussion on family narratives that 

day. Instead, Polly and Lily excitedly asked to make a recording, and referenced sharing family 

stories when doing so. I mention this aspect of the selected recording as I believe it led to a 

heavier emphasis on storytelling than occurred during the other four recordings, though some 

story rounds did also naturally occur in many of the other recordings.  

  The selected story round came from a recording made immediately following a family 

lunch on Black Friday (as the day after Thanksgiving is often called). During this recording Kara 
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sat at the head of the oval-shaped dining table in our parents’ home, I sat to her immediate right, 

and Polly sat to her immediate left, across from me. Dustin sat to my right and Ally sat to Polly’s 

left, directly across from Dustin. Finally, Lily sat to Ally’s left and across from an empty chair. 

Ralph initially sat to Lily’s immediate left and across from Kara but was no longer present at the 

point at which the present segment occurred. Refer to Figure 1 below for a visual representation 

of these seating arrangements as well as the contents of the table that had been set out for dessert.  

 

Figure 1. Diagram of participant seating arrangements. 

 

  The selected segment encompassed an extended story round composed of six full-fledged 

narratives (in the Labovian sense) told by Lily, Polly, and Ally. The segment begins after Lily 

discusses the pros and cons of the various priests who led Mass at her childhood church. The first 

two narratives of the round were told by Lily and Polly, respectively. They focused on the 

process of being confirmed as official members of the Catholic Church, including going to 

catechism classes. The third narrative in the round pivoted from Catechism as a topic to getting 

caught in the rain, using an instance in which the narrator (Polly) and her sister (Ann) got caught 
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in the rain on the way home from their catechism classes (note that “Catechism” is capitalized 

when referring to the religious work known as the Baltimore Catechism or when the classes are 

referred to as a single entity; “catechism” is not capitalized when used in an adjectival form). In 

the fourth narrative of the round, Lily shared how she and Ralph got caught in a downpour while 

trying to salvage a refrigerator full of food after the refrigerator suddenly quit working. The final 

two narratives of the series also focused on the topic of refrigerators breaking down, with Polly 

and Ally co-narrating the first of the two stories and Lily interrupting their narrative with one in 

which she detailed how she had to help her mother dispose of the contents of their family 

refrigerator when it broke down while she was home from college. The story round also had a 

brief conversational interlude devoid of fully-formed narratives in the Labovian sense. The 

interlude occurred between the third and fourth narratives about inclement weather and also 

focused on the topic of dealing with inclement weather.  

  The story round exhibits a particularly interesting distribution of talk across the six 

participants, with some participants playing a much more active part in the selected segment than 

others. Table 1 below reflects the number of turns-at-talk taken by each participant as well as the 

number of words each participant spoke. I counted as a turn any time that a participant 

contributed anew (i.e., any time a participant joined the conversation after another participant 

had spoken or after a momentary silence). I also counted laughter and minimal responses such as 

“uh huh” and “yeah” as turns; following Schegloff (1982), I saw any minimal response as an 

integral part of the interaction and therefore worthy of being counted. Within the word count, I 

included repeated words and abbreviated or cut off words as well as filler words such as “um” 

and “mhm.” I did not count transcriber comments or vocal noises (e.g., laughter) as words.  
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Table 1. Count of participant turns-at-talk and word usage. 

 

 Turns Words 

Lily 115 2,017 

Polly 115 633 

Ally 86 358 

Rachel 20 55 

Kara 6 0 

Dustin 15 122 

All (at once) 1 0 

Total: 357 3,185 

 

  While distribution of talk is not the focus of my analysis, there are a few key observations 

that should be highlighted here. Firstly, notice that Lily and Polly, the most active participants by 

both turn and word count, take the same number of turns but Lily utters more than three times 

the number of words that Polly does. The difference in word count strikingly indicates that Lily 

took the conversational floor for much more extended periods of time than Polly (and the other 

interlocutors). On the other end of the spectrum in terms of extent of participation, notice that 

Dustin and I take nearly the same number of turns, but Dustin utters slightly more than twice the 

number of words that I do. Also notice that Kara takes six turns but is recorded as uttering zero 

words. This is because all of her turns take on the form of laughter (as does the collective turn in 

which all six of us laugh at once); she contributes to the interaction and marks her participation 

as an audience member via laughter but does not speak. Finally, it is worth mentioning that Ally 

falls right in the middle with a relatively low level of participation as compared with Lily and 

Polly but a relatively high level of participation as compared with Kara, Dustin, and me. These 

observations will help highlight the ways in which each participant contributes to the identity 

work that takes place in the present story round.  
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  Finally, before moving on to a detailed analysis of the data, it is important to note that I 

also conducted a series of four individual playback sessions with Lily, Polly, Kara, and Dustin. I 

was not able to conduct one with Ally due to scheduling and logistical issues. These sessions 

were completed in person and consisted of me playing back the full seventeen minute recording 

for individual study participants, in line with how Tannen (2005) describes playback in her 

study. The participants were given control of the audio recording (played from a computer) and 

were instructed to pause it at any point when they wished to discuss an element of the recording. 

Participants were also free to comment while the recording was playing and were intentionally 

not asked any guiding questions before listening to the recording as I did not want to influence 

their reactions to or comments on the data. I did ask a few follow up questions of each 

participant at the end of their playback session, asking for further information on the comments 

they made, focusing especially on notions of family identity. I used the insights gained via these 

playback sessions to further hone my interpretation of the data. Though I myself possess inside 

knowledge of the participants as a member of the family, the rest of the participants were able to 

offer alternative perspectives, stretching my thinking in some cases and aligning with my initial 

analysis on other occasions. In each case, participants’ thoughts on the recording helped me 

better understand the construction of both personal and shared family identities within the story 

round selected for examination.  

ANALYSIS: THREE LEVELS OF IDENTITY CONSTRUCTION 

Introduction 

  As with any discourse analytic study data, the story round I selected for analysis exhibits 

a great many linguistic phenomena that could be analyzed in depth. Inspired by prior work on 
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identity construction within family and narrative discourse (e.g., Bucholtz & Hall, 2005; Gordon, 

2007a; Schiffrin, 1996), I will focus on the ways in which participants’ identities are jointly 

constructed through interaction. I will begin by examining the ways in which each individual 

participant both constructs particular self-identities and also is positioned by other participants as 

possessing specific character traits and identities. I will then analyze how certain subsets of the 

participants in this study (e.g., Polly and Lily) construct a shared identity based on their familial 

connections and the similar experiences they recount during the course of the interaction. 

Finally, I will conclude the analysis by discussing the ways in which the identity construction of 

individual participants and pairs of participants combines to develop an overarching, shared 

family identity to which every participant present belongs. In doing this, I will also highlight the 

ways in which spontaneous, conversational narratives told in a round are highly effective sites 

for the co-construction of individual and group identities, especially when interlocutors enjoy 

close relationships like those often found among family members.  

  Before diving into the analysis, it is worth recapping the previously reviewed linguistic 

theories and devices that will figure into the discussion. To begin, positioning theory, which 

investigates how interlocutors are located within interaction vis-à-vis each other (Davies & 

Harré, 1990), is highly relevant to the topic of identity construction in interaction. As such, I will 

draw on Bamberg (1997) in which the author discusses three levels of positioning. The first two 

levels are of interest here: level 1 positioning refers to the ways in which narrators position 

characters vis-à-vis one another within the world of a story and level 2 positioning refers to the 

ways in which a narrator, or other interlocutors in the telling world, position themselves to each 

other. Both types of positioning occur in myriad ways throughout the story round reviewed here, 
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and it is under this theoretical umbrella that I address the use of a variety of linguistic devices by 

the conversational participants. The device termed constructed dialogue (Tannen, 2007b) in 

which participants voice themselves or others to represent the supposed dialogue and thoughts of 

characters in a story world is one of the main devices I discuss as it is used repeatedly throughout 

the story round and by a number of participants. I also examine the effects of repetition, silence, 

and laughter, as well as the ways in which specific elements of narrative structure (i.e., story 

prefaces) and participation structure (i.e., co-narration and audience participation) affect the 

construction of individual and group identities in the story round. In discussing these devices, I 

highlight how the moment by moment interactional choices made by the participants not only 

reveal the close relationships they enjoy but also further bolster those relationships and allow 

them to co-construct their personal and shared identities within the overarching family unit to 

which they all belong.  

Part I: The Identity Construction of Individual Participants 

Lily 

  I will begin my analyses of the identity construction of and for individual participants by 

examining the identity that Lily both develops for herself and has developed for her by other 

participants. The choice to start my analysis with an examination of Lily’s personal identity 

construction rests largely in the fact that Lily alone utters roughly 63% of all words spoken 

across the seventeen minute segment that is the focus of this study. Given this, Lily has an 

arguably high presence in the conversation (and in my transcription of it), which I suggest 

affords her two main advantages with regard to her personal identity construction. Firstly, she 

possesses ample space to construct her identity within the larger family unit in a way that is 
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agreeable to her. Secondly, through her active participation, Lily meaningfully influences the 

direction of the conversation. Specifically, Lily utters roughly 83% of her total words during 

narratives in which she serves as both the sole narrator and the protagonist, which permits Lily 

not only to claim the conversational floor for extended periods of time, but also to set up her 

interlocutors to evaluate the identity she creates for herself in alignment with what she has 

already said.  

  Each of the three major narratives Lily tells over the course of the story round analyzed 

here contains illustrative examples of how Lily co-constructs her personal identity with her 

interlocutors. However, for the sake of space and an ability to conduct a highly detailed analysis, 

I have chosen to focus on an examination of key interactional moments in the first of the three 

major narratives Lily shares. In doing this, I will show how Lily and her interlocutors are able to 

co-construct an identity for Lily as an agentive, remarkable person who is highly competent as 

both a young student and an adult storyteller.   

  The first major narrative that Lily develops focuses on how she managed to be confirmed 

by the Catholic Church as a young child without regularly attending catechism classes. At the 

time in which the story takes place, catechism classes took place on a weekly basis at the end of 

the school day and students who belonged to the Catholic Church were expected to attend them 

regularly so that they would attain an in-depth knowledge of the Baltimore Catechism, a 

religious work detailing the doctrines of the Catholic Church. Students had to prove their 

knowledge of the Baltimore Catechism via a written test before they could be confirmed as 

official members of the Catholic Church and were generally not permitted to take the test if they 

had not attended classes. Thus, Lily’s narrative represents an unusual experience with regard to 
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being confirmed as a member of the Catholic Church without regularly attending catechism 

classes.  

  The first two points that I make about Lily’s catechism narrative reside largely in the way 

in which Lily represents her childhood self during her narrative, engaging in Bamberg’s (1997) 

level 1 positioning in which a narrator positions characters vis-à-vis one another within a 

narrative world. To illustrate the effects of such positioning, I will analyze how Lily’s repeated 

use of constructed dialogue (Tannen, 2007b) allows her to create an image of her eight to ten 

year old self as highly agentive and capable of critical thought. Specifically, I will show that by 

not only providing a voice to her childhood self but by also giving a voice to the other characters 

in her story, Lily succeeds in dramatizing the events of her story and adding credibility to the 

personal identity she develops for herself via her narrative. To do so, I draw on Hamilton’s 

(1998) explanation of how bone marrow transplant survivors posting to an online discussion 

board are able to bolster the positive nature of their identities as survivors by drawing on direct 

reported speech (here termed constructed dialogue) as a narrative tool. I also take into account 

Schiffrin’s (1996) finding that voicing characters can serve an interactional resource through 

which narrators display their agentive selves.   

  Lily shares her catechism story after Polly completes a similar story about overcoming an 

adverse situation to be confirmed as an official member of the Catholic Church. Lily begins her 

narrative by bidding for the conversational floor, and once her interlocutors have affirmed their 

interest, she explains that she detested catechism classes because the nuns and priests made 

students memorize the religious doctrines of the Baltimore Catechism and recite them word for 

word in front of the whole class. Lily then explains that she returned home one day in third grade 
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and reported to her mother that her catechism classes were “stupid.” The ensuing conversation 

between herself and her mother, as represented in Lily’s discourse in the excerpt below, is the 

first of many passages within Lily’s narrative that strikingly portray her as possessing an 

unusually high level of agency for such a young kid. I use bold font in this and other extracts to 

highlight lines of particular analytic importance. Transcription conventions appear in Appendix 

A, and the line numbers used are drawn from the full transcript, which appears in Appendix B. 

Excerpt 1: 

85 Lily: I went home and told my mother  

86  how <laughing> stupid Catechism was.> 

87  Because- it’s like,  

88  I mean I showed her the- you know,  

89  of course she KNEW the Baltimore Catechism,  

90  and I showed her the book,  

91  and said, “They just make us memorize this. 

92  And like [say it back] to them in class.” 

93 Polly:                [(                )] 

94 Lily: “They don’t ever talk to us about what this means,  

95  <indignantly> they just make us memorize this.”> 

96  <breathes in> 

97  And . she said, “You’re right,  

98  you don’t have to go.” 

99 Polly: WO:W.  

 

In lines 85 and 86, Lily portrays herself as very direct with her mother about her feelings on 

catechism classes, a choice that is noteworthy for multiple reasons. Firstly, Lily’s mother was a 

devout member of the Irish Catholic Church and could have been upset that her daughter called 

the classes in which she was supposed to learn the Baltimore Catechism “stupid.” However, 

rather than hesitate to share her potentially contentious feelings with her mother, Lily portrayed 

herself as responsible for initiating the conversation in this excerpt. Additionally, it quickly 
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becomes apparent that Lily did not simply voice her negative feelings toward the catechism 

classes, but also that she provided clear reasoning for such a striking opinion.  

  In lines 91 and 92, Lily highlights the fact that the nuns and priests teaching catechism 

classes simply made the children in these classes memorize and recite the Baltimore Catechism 

back to them. Lily then reinforces why straight memorization is a poor method for teaching kids, 

stating, “They don’t ever talk to us about what this means” (line 94). Not only is this a rather 

insightful argument for an eight year old, but in portraying herself as a child making such an 

argument, Lily depicts herself as having cleverly appealed to her mother’s professional expertise 

as an elementary school teacher who valued critical thinking. Furthermore, the matter of fact way 

in which her mother supposedly agreed with her reasoning, “You’re right, you don’t have to go” 

(lines 97-98) only serves to further support Lily’s portrayal of herself as possessing an unusual 

level of agency for an eight year old. Her mother could have contested Lily’s reasoning or told 

her she had to continue attending classes regardless of her misgivings, but she does not. Instead, 

she responds to Lily as an equal, giving a response that is extraordinary enough that Polly 

responds in amazement, “WO:W” (line 99). The strong effect that Lily’s use of constructed 

dialogue in this passage has on how her narrative is perceived by her audience recalls Hamilton’s 

(1998) argument that direct reported speech (or constructed dialogue), “is a very powerful tool in 

constructing the identity of the figure in the audience’s mind,” due to the ability of reported 

speech as a narrative tool to “provide the perception of direct experience to the audience” (p. 63). 

I similarly claim that Lily’s choice of representing rather than summarizing what her mother said 

in lines 97 and 98 adds credibility to her self-evaluation as an agentive young child. This also is 

in line with Schiffrin’s (1996) finding that two women telling narratives about younger women 
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in their families (a daughter and a daughter-in-law) demonstrated the younger women’s agency 

by voicing them in dialogue. 

  The agency that Lily displays for herself as a young child is repeatedly implied 

throughout the rest of her narrative. For example, she continues her narrative at this point by 

recounting that at the beginning of each subsequent school year she would always go to the first 

catechism class or two to make sure the classes had not improved and that she was not unduly 

missing class.  

Excerpt 2: 

100 Lily:  And so:,  

101  I didn’t really go.  

102  I think at the beginning of the year,  

103  I’d go to the first class or two 

104  to see if like, “Is it any better?” 

105 Polly: Mhm.  

106 Lily: So I went for a couple classes in fourth grade,  

107  and I came home and said,  

108  “She’s doing the same thing.” 

109 Polly: Wow.  

110 Lily: She said, “Okay you don’t have to go.” 

 

One might expect that a young child unimpressed with her catechism classes would have ceased 

thinking about the classes after she first convinced her mother that the classes were not worth her 

time. However, Lily states in lines 102 to 106 that she willingly returned to class at the beginning 

of every school year to give the nuns and priests a fair chance to prove that they had improved 

the format of the class. In doing so, Lily positions herself as someone capable of assessing the 

merits of the nuns and priests, adults who presumably possess religious teaching expertise. 

Furthermore, the level of maturity and agency indexed by Lily’s choice to return to class each 

year, especially in light of the fact that her mother supposedly took her at her word and 
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repeatedly extended her permission for Lily to skip class, is simply impressive. Indeed, the fact 

that Lily voices her mother in line 110 (“okay you don’t have to go”) in almost exactly the same 

way that she voices her mother in lines 97 and 98 (“you’re right, you don’t have to go”) suggests 

that the validity of her argument against attending catechism classes was strong enough to 

withstand the test of time. In this way, Lily uses constructed dialogue and repetition to voice both 

her childhood self and her mother in a way that effectively paints young Lily as a confident, 

competent child who held the respect of her elders.  

  Before moving on to a final example of the ways in which Lily’s narrative acts as a site 

for her personal identity construction, it is worth highlighting that Lily is not the only participant 

engaged in her personal identity work. In both of the extracts discussed above, Polly validates 

young Lily’s identity as an agentive child by expressing her amazement (stating, “wow” in lines 

99 and 109) at Lily’s ability to convince her mother that catechism classes were not worth her 

time. In this way, Lily’s incredible sense of self is not only displayed by her own narrative 

choices but also by her audience’s responses to those interactional choices.  

  Lily’s interlocutors not only affirm the identity work that she conducts for herself as a 

narrator, but they also actively position Lily in specific ways through their own commentary. 

Take for example the extract below in which Polly positions Lily as a highly competent student. 

Just prior to this excerpt, Lily explained that her mother went down to the local church when she 

was in fifth grade to obtain special permission for Lily to take the catechism test students were 

required to pass in order to be confirmed. As stated previously, the Church typically would not 

allow any children who did not attend catechism classes to take the test, so for Lily to be granted 

an exception, her mother’s argument needed to be very convincing. After an initial, direct 
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request for Lily to be permitted to take the test and prove her knowledge, her mother is depicted 

as putting forth an argument that Lily frequently had to miss class due to repeated illness (note 

that Lily was frequently ill as a child but that this was not the main reason for missing class), and 

then again directly asks the nuns and the priests to let her take the test.   

Excerpt 3: 

215 Lily: “If she passes the catechism test,  

216  can she be confirmed?” 

217  And they said, “Well, 

218  only if she does REALLY well on it.” 

219 Polly: A:h [ge::ez.     ] 

220 Lily:        [“SH:E-    ] 

221  she has to get—”  

222 Polly: It’s Lily, 

223  [of course she’s gonna do well.] 

224 Lily: [“She has to get an A::                ] on the catechism test.” 

225 Polly: <quietly clears throat> 

226 Lily: <incredulously> I can memorize things.>  

227 Polly: [Mhm.] 

228 Ally: [Yeah!] 

229 Lily: I didn’t WANT to these whole years,  

230  but I can memorize things. 

231  <matter of fact manner> So I got a hundred → 

232  on the catechism [test.>     ] 

233 Polly:                               [WO::W.] 

 

When Lily explains that the Church would only consider her for Confirmation if she did “really 

well” on the catechism test, Polly first responds, “A:h ge::ez.” She then promptly adds, “It’s Lily, 

of course she’s gonna do well” (lines 222-223). At this point in the interaction, Lily has not even 

finished her statement indicating that doing “well” means that she was expected to get an A on 

the test. Nevertheless, Polly’s view of Lily as a capable student appears to leave no doubt in her 

mind that a ten year old Lily would do exactly what was needed to meet the requirements laid 

out by the nuns and priests. Interestingly, after incredulously claiming that she only does well on 
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tests because, “I can memorize things” (lines 226 and 230), Lily then confirms in a matter of fact 

tone that the identity Polly ascribed to her was accurate. She states, “So I got a hundred on the 

catechism test” (lines 231-232). Clearly, while Lily led the development of her personal identity 

in the first two extracts examined in this section, this final extract speaks to the ways in which 

her interlocutors also initiated moments of personal identity construction for Lily during the 

present segment of family talk.  

  Before wrapping up a discussion of Lily’s personal identity construction, it is worth 

examining the two points at which Lily introduced her narrative. Lily first introduces her story 

while Polly attempts to begin her own catechism narrative; she then (re)introduces her story once 

Polly has finished telling her narrative. The first story introduction is notable as it reflects what 

Bamberg (1997) calls level 2 positioning, or how a narrator positions themselves to their 

interlocutors in the telling world (as well as the positioning that audience members accomplish 

vis-à-vis the narrator). Specifically, Lily’s initial story introduction suggests that her competence 

as a young child has been carried forward to the present moment in which she shows herself to 

be a capable narrator. In contrast, Lily’s second story introduction highlights the remarkable 

nature of the events she portrays in her narrative, priming her interlocutors to be impressed by 

her agency and competency as a young child before she has even begun narrating.   

  I will begin here with a discussion of Lily’s first story introduction. In the passage below, 

Polly attempts to tell her own story about her tribulations with the process of Confirmation (a 

story that I will examine in the next section of the analysis). In line 2, Polly frames her story 

with, “I remember” and observes in line 4 what a generalized “you” needed to do to be 

confirmed – “go to Catechism.” Lily then interjects in line 6 with an intriguing statement about 
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how she got out of catechism classes, something that is typically required in order to be 

confirmed by the Catholic Church. The statement derails Polly briefly in lines 8 and 12, but Lily 

quickly promises to tell her story only after giving Polly a chance to share hers. (In line 1, Ally is 

summarizing an observation Lily had just made about a priest at her childhood church who used 

to speak incredibly fast.) 

Excerpt 4:  

1 Ally: [Sped right through it!] 

2 Polly: [I remember ..             ] Confirmation.  

3  Right before Confirmation,  

4  you had to go to Catechism, 

5  which .. drove me nuts. 

6 Lily: [<stage whisper> Except for me::.>] 

7 Polly: [But we had to meet with—            ] 

8  Wha- (you didn’t—)? 

9 Ally: <stage whisper> I don’t know what Catechism is.> 

10 Kara: [<laughs>] 

11 Rachel: [<laughs>] 

12 Polly: You didn’t [have to go      ] to Catechism? 

13 Lily:                    [I’ll tell you— ] 

14  I’ll tell you that [story ] <laughs> 

15 Polly:                             [Okay.] 

16 Lily: Go ahead. <laughs> 

17 Polly: U:m. 

18 Ally: She just got jealous::.  

19 Rachel: <soft laugh> 

20 Polly:  YE:AH!  

21  Cause we had to go every WEEK . after SCHOOL. 

22  You’d .. walk down to the church, 

23  [(and—  )] 

24 Ally: [She went] to Stations of the Cross.  

 

Three aspects of the interaction captured in the above extract are of interest here. Firstly, Lily 

could have waited to introduce her own story about catechism classes and being confirmed until 

Polly had had the opportunity to tell her narrative in full. Instead, Lily hints at her story in line 6, 

overlapping with Polly’s utterance in line 7 and leading Polly to stop in the middle of her 
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statement, “But we had to meet with—.” Additionally, though Lily’s decision to whisper, 

“Except for me::” (line 6) could suggest that Lily did not intend to distract from Polly’s nascent 

story, the intense nature of the whisper combined with the vocalic elongation of “me” adds a 

level of intrigue that actually has the opposite effect. In other words, it serves as a 

contextualization cue (Gumperz, 1992) that indicates that what she is saying is worth attending 

to. Indeed, not only does Polly stop mid-sentence in line 7, but she begins to ask Lily in line 8 for 

verification of the fact that she did not have to go to Catechism, and then persists with this 

question in line 12 after three other interlocutors comment on and laugh about their lack of 

understanding of the term “Catechism.” Thus, Lily’s talk in line 6, though relatively quiet and 

short-lived, actually deters Polly’s narrative for another fifteen lines because it so strongly piques 

Polly’s interest in Lily’s narrative.    

  The second moment of interest from the above extract resides in lines 12 through 17. Lily 

once again overlaps with Polly, beginning to say, “I’ll tell you—” (line 13) while Polly asks, 

“You didn’t have to go to Catechism?” (line 12). Ostensibly, Lily is dismissing her own narrative 

in favor of Polly’s, but the choice to repeat and complete her statement, “I’ll tell you that story” 

(line 14) highlights the fact that Lily has a narrative to tell that she considers reportable, or worth 

sharing (Labov, 1972). Lily shapes the direction of the conversation at this point by creating the 

expectation that she will tell her own catechism narrative as soon as Polly finishes her story. 

Thus, though Lily may have fully ceded the floor when she instructs Polly to, “go ahead” (line 

16) with her narrative, Lily’s choice to yield the floor is marked as a temporary one and 

indirectly applies some pressure to Polly to not only continue but also complete her story so that 

Lily can take up her own narrative.  
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  Finally, it is important to highlight the way in which this exchange leads two of Lily’s 

interlocutors, Polly and Ally, to indirectly reinforce the identity Lily has created for herself as 

someone who is not only a capable narrator but also someone who has achieved some 

noteworthy things in her life. In line 17, Polly has to take a moment to collect her thoughts again 

after Lily’s urging that she tell her story. Polly’s utterance, “u:m” allows Ally the space to 

comment on her perception of Polly’s feelings in this moment, stating, “She just got jealous::” 

(line 18). Ally’s observation is emphatically confirmed by Polly who says, “YE:AH! Cause we 

had to go every WEEK . after SCHOOL” (lines 20-21). Arguably, Polly might not have been so 

envious of Lily’s ability to get out of catechism classes had it not been such a remarkable feat for 

Lily to do so and still get confirmed by the Catholic Church. In this way, Lily was able to use her 

initial story introduction to establish herself as someone capable of impressive accomplishments 

even before having had the opportunity to share her narrative.  

  After the above exchange in which Lily temporarily derails Polly’s story about her 

experience with Catechism and Confirmation, Lily remains a fairly quiet audience member while 

Polly narrates (Polly’s narrative is examined in detail in the next section). In fact, after Polly 

explains that she nearly did not get confirmed because she divulged to the head nun during a pre-

Confirmation interview that she did not believe in God, Lily jumps in only once in line 47 to 

support the crux of Polly’s narrative in which she states that she decided to tell the nun a week 

later that she did believe in God after all. However, despite the support that Lily offers in line 47 

and the fact that she respected Polly’s right to the conversational floor once Polly relaunched her 

narrative, Lily does not waste any time reintroducing her own story when Polly finishes with her 
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narrative coda (in which she depicts an interaction between herself and the nun) and some extra 

details in lines 49 to 52. It is this reintroduction of Lily’s story that is presently of interest.   

Excerpt 5: 

42 Polly: And the next week I came back t- 

43  I had to have another conversation with her.  

44  And she said, “So what do you think.” 

45  I said <laughing> “I believe.”>  

46  <laughs> “I believe.”  

47 Lily: <high-pitched> “I believe I believe.>”= 

48 Polly: =“I believe!” 

49  So I got to be confirmed.  

50  And I even answered one of the priest’s questions.  

51  I was like, “Not- not only getting confirmed,  

52  I’m gonna get extra points here.” 

53 Rachel:  <short laugh & in-breath> 

54 Lily: So do you want to hear [(why- how) I ] got confirmed → 

55 Polly:                                         [YE:::S.          ] 

56  [How’d you get out of it?       ] 

57 Lily: [without going to Catechism.]  

58 Ally: Yeah.  

 

Lily’s question, “So do you want to hear (why- how) I got confirmed” (line 54) occurs almost 

immediately after Polly wraps her narrative in lines 49 through 52. In fact, the only direct 

acknowledgement that Polly has finished her story comes in the form of my brief, appreciative 

laughter in line 53. The fact that Lily then immediately jumps on the chance to begin her own 

catechism narrative in line 54 arguably may have prevented further commentary on Polly’s 

narrative, foregrounding Lily’s story instead.  

  Another intriguing aspect of Lily’s story (re)introduction is that she felt the need to ask 

her interlocutors if they would like to hear the story she had previously indicated (see lines 13-

14) she would tell at the end of Polly’s story. As Kara noted in her playback session, Lily’s 

question, “So do you want to hear (why- how) I got confirmed without going to Catechism” did 
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offer a smooth transition into her narrative but was also a little unnecessary. Kara stated, “It was 

funny because everybody knew that her story was coming. So it was just like, ‘Yep. We were 

expecting it.’” In fact, Kara’s statement recalls Ervin-Tripp and Küntay’s (1997) finding that 

stories told in a round generally elide the typical story preface or introduction when they occur in 

a sequence as prior stories provide the context necessary to launch subsequent stories. 

Additionally, Lily could have limited her introductory question to, “So do you want to hear 

(why- how) I got confirmed,” but she instead continues, “without going to Catechism” (line 57). 

This tag line overlaps with Polly’s question, “How’d you get out of it?” (line 56) and occurs after 

Polly enthusiastically encourages Lily’s story, “YE:::S” (line 55). Once again, line 57 could be 

termed unnecessary for Lily to gain the conversational floor and establish the story topic.  

  Despite the plausibly unnecessary nature of Lily’s story (re)introduction, it does 

accomplish key interactional work by setting up the personal identity construction Lily engaged 

in during her catechism narrative. Not only does Lily succeed in inciting Polly and Ally’s 

outward interest in her story via her story (re)introduction (see lines 55, 56, and 58), but this 

second introduction allows Polly to ratify the remarkable nature of Lily’s ability to be confirmed 

without going to Catechism even before the story begins. Furthermore, when considered in light 

of the identity work accomplished through Lily’s initial story introduction, it becomes clear that 

transitional moments like narrative (re)introductions can function as highly effective 

interactional tools for personal identity construction. Such a finding is important to emphasize 

here as it suggests that the transitional moments of story rounds are just as rich a site for identity 

work as are the complicating action and climax of a narrative.   
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  Taken together, the five extracts from Lily’s catechism narrative paint a clear picture of 

Lily as an agentive, remarkable person capable of thinking critically, achieving highly in 

academic settings, and of telling compelling stories. They demonstrate not only how Lily is able 

to draw on her interactional roles as a narrator and protagonist to develop such an identity for 

herself, but also how her interlocutors actively co-construct Lily’s identity as an agentive and 

competent person. In particular, Lily’s use of constructed dialogue to relate the actions of her 

childhood self, her mother, and the representatives from the local church with whom she 

interacts as a character in the story world adds a degree of intrigue and credibility to her story 

that bolsters the personal identity construction in which she engages as a narrator. Similarly, 

Polly and Ally’s repeated positive remarks on the narrative and their amazement at the events 

Lily relates not only ratify the identity work Lily conducts but also allow Polly and Ally to 

conduct identity work on her behalf, such as when Polly spontaneously positions Lily as a 

capable student. In this way, the five extracts examined here further support the argument that 

conversational narratives told in a round can adeptly serve as a site for personal identity 

construction, especially when conversational participants share close relationships like those 

often found amongst family members.   

Polly 

  Polly will be the next individual participant whose discourse will be discussed as she is 

the second most active participant in the present segment, accounting for roughly 20% of all 

words spoken. Similar to Lily, Polly tells three fully-fledged narratives across the full segment 

and also frequently figures as the protagonist in the stories she narrates. However, Polly’s 

narratives differ from Lily’s in a number of key ways. First of all, Polly’s narratives are generally 
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much shorter (having an average of roughly 127 words per story as opposed to an average of 

roughly 556 words). Secondly, Polly’s longest narrative is co-narrated with her daughter, Ally, 

whereas Lily serves as the sole narrator for all three of her major stories. Finally, Polly’s longest 

narrative is split into two halves by the third narrative Lily tells.  

  The result of Polly’s particular style of participation in the story round is twofold. On the 

one hand, like Lily, Polly has a notable presence across the seventeen minute segment that 

affords her the opportunity to actively establish a personal identity for herself. On the other hand, 

Polly arguably opens herself up to more input from her interlocutors than Lily does as she 

presents multiple stories for audience evaluation that recount actions that could be viewed as 

inadvisable rather than remarkable. In order to elucidate the specific ways in which Polly’s 

storytelling affects the construction of her personal identity through interaction, I will analyze the 

first two narratives she tells in depth. In particular, I will examine Polly’s use of constructed 

dialogue and the way in which the first half of her main catechism narrative is juxtaposed with 

the second half of this same narrative, with the second story Polly tells in the round, and with 

Lily’s catechism narrative. In doing this, I will reveal the multifaceted nature of Polly’s personal 

identity as it is co-constructed in the present story round. I will return to her third, co-narrated 

story in the second part of the analysis in which I consider how small subsets of participants co-

construct shared identities for themselves.  

  Polly’s first narrative begins the story round that takes place across the seventeen minute 

segment of data discussed in this analysis. It follows a brief narrative in which Lily discusses the 

priests at her childhood church. As referenced above, Polly’s first story is similar in many ways 

to Lily’s story about being confirmed without going to catechism classes. For example, the 
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protagonist in each story (either Polly or Lily) is initially in jeopardy of not being confirmed by 

the Catholic Church, but both protagonists ultimately succeed by finding a way to “game the 

system.” However, the ways in which Polly and Lily portray themselves through their stories 

differ in key ways. The extract below sheds light on the differences between their narratives. 

Here, Polly depicts how she got herself in trouble as a child when she admits to the head nun 

(“her” in line 32) during a pre-Confirmation interview that she does not believe in God.  

Excerpt 6: 

32 Polly: And so it was my turn to meet with her, 

33  and we’re talking,  

34  and I said, “Well I don’t even believe in God.” 

35  And she’s like, “You don’t believe in GOD, 

36  we’re not gonna confirm you.” 

37  I was like, “You HAVE to confirm me,  

38  Mom will KILL me.” 

39 Rachel: <short laugh> 

40 Polly:  I was a MESS.  

41  I was a- WORRied so much that week.  

 

Polly represents herself in line 34 as being very direct with the nun, who in turn appears very 

direct with Polly about the consequences of not believing in God. The nun is voiced by Polly as 

plainly stating, “You don’t believe in GOD, we’re not gonna confirm you” (lines 35-36). As the 

sole narrator, Polly could have phrased the nun’s utterance in a different manner, softening it by 

adding a moment of hesitation or a hedge (Markkanen & Schröder, 1997), a word or phrase that 

mitigates the force or directness of a phrase (e.g., “Unfortunately, if you don’t believe in God, 

we cannot confirm you.”). That Polly does not include a hedge is notable because in representing 

the nun as harsh, Polly adds to the sense of desperation that seems to lead her to implore the nun, 

“You HAVE to confirm me, Mom will KILL me” (lines 37-38). Moreover, the fact that Polly not 

only boldly pleads with the nun but also chooses to leave her plea as the final word of the 
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conversation is noteworthy. First of all, the nun’s lack of response to Polly’s plea further paints 

the nun as unyielding and unsympathetic toward Polly. Secondly, Polly’s plea suggests that she 

is someone who is prone to panicking in adverse situations. In fact, Polly professes such feelings, 

stating that during the week following her first conversation with the head nun, “I was a MESS. I 

was a- WORRied so much that week” (lines 40-41). Thus, Polly herself uses her story (perhaps 

unintentionally) to create a personal identity for herself as a child who was easily rendered 

anxious.   

  Before progressing further into Polly’s narrative, it should be mentioned that Lily’s 

contributions to the story round further paint Polly as someone who becomes nervous in the face 

of adversity. Remember from the previous discussion of Lily’s catechism narrative that her story 

immediately follows Polly’s. In her story, Lily constructs herself as a highly competent and 

agentive young child, an identity that noticeably contrasts with Polly’s identity as an anxious 

child. Specifically, Lily does not hesitate to talk to her mother about her misgivings regarding 

catechism classes (whereas Polly assumes her mother will be exceedingly upset that she does not 

believe in God and will not be confirmed); Lily provides sound reasoning for skipping her 

classes that she knows will appeal to her mother’s professional experience (whereas Polly pleads 

her case to the nun); and Lily passes the catechism test with flying colors despite not having 

attended her classes (whereas Polly’s ultimate achievement, though successful, does not greatly 

exceed expectations). As such, the juxtaposition of Lily and Polly’s stories result in an even 

more heightened sense of the panic to which Polly is prone, even in spite of the fact that both 

narratives end with their protagonists beating the odds to get confirmed. In sum, the juxtaposition 
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of the two narratives is a rather subtle yet effective way for Polly and Lily, as both narrators and 

audience members at various points in the story round, to co-construct their individual identities.   

  Just as Lily’s narrative juxtaposes with the first half of Polly’s catechism narrative, so too 

does the second half of Polly’s own narrative. In the second half of her narrative, Polly 

represents herself as someone who is strong enough to do what it takes to succeed in adverse 

situations. Refer to the excerpt below in which Polly explains that when she returned to speak 

with the nun again the following week, she did not hesitate to say exactly what the nun wanted to 

hear. Note that this excerpt was previously presented as part of Excerpt 5.  

Excerpt 7: 

42 Polly: And the next week I came back t- 

43  I had to have another conversation with her.  

44  And she said, “So what do you think.” 

45  I said <laughing> “I believe.”>  

46  <laughs> “I believe.”  

47 Lily: <high-pitched> “I believe I believe.>”= 

48 Polly: =“I believe!” 

49  So I got to be confirmed.  

50  And I even answered one of the priest’s questions.  

51  I was like, “Not- not only getting confirmed,  

52  I’m gonna get extra points here.” 

 

In responding to the nun’s question, “So what do you think,” (line 44) Polly’s constructed 

dialogue portrays her as immediately responding with the answer “I believe. I believe” (lines 45-

46). Based on her answer the previous week that she did not believe in God, one might surmise 

that this answer is a lie told only as a way to be confirmed and avoid upsetting her mother. The 

fact that Polly laughingly utters the first “I believe” (line 45) and then laughs again before saying 

“I believe” a second time (line 46) seems to confirm this interpretation. Specifically, her laughter 

has two major effects that can be best understood in relation to Gumperz’s (1992) 
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contextualization cues and Bateson’s (1972) metamessages, both of which point to the 

underlying meaning of specific interactional moves as informed by the context in which they 

occur. First of all, Polly’s laughter reflects her knowledge that in sharply changing her beliefs 

about God in a single week, her profession, “I believe” may have appeared somewhat phony to 

the nun, even if she did permit Polly to go through with Confirmation. Polly’s laughter also 

indirectly acknowledges the questionable morality of lying to a nun. Nevertheless, by 

highlighting the outcome of lying to the nun, which was to succeed in being confirmed, Polly 

portrays herself in this passage as capable of making a hard choice when faced with a situation in 

which neither available solution is particularly agreeable.  

  Finally, the identity work that Polly conducts for herself in the above extract is taken up 

and reinforced in two other ways within the excerpt. The first way pertains to Polly’s attestation 

in lines 50 through 52 about getting “extra points” during Confirmation. As mentioned above, 

Polly appears to understand that her rapid change of heart regarding her thoughts on God may 

have been apparent to the head nun. So, perhaps in a bid to prove herself truly worthy of being 

confirmed, she explains that she volunteered to answer one of the priest’s questions during 

Confirmation, something she presumably did not have to do in order to be confirmed. In this 

way, Polly, like Lily, displays her own competence as a child in her catechism story.  

  The second way in which identity work for Polly is conducted in this extract actually 

comes from Lily rather than Polly. When Lily repeats Polly’s assertion, “I believe I believe” 

verbatim (line 47), she appears to align herself with Polly’s decision to lie to the nun rather than 

fail to be confirmed (recall Gordon, 2003 in which the repetition of another’s words is a sign of 

supportive alignment). In this way, Lily seems to understand the tough nature of Polly’s 
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predicament in which she must either lie to the nun or upset her mother. Additionally, by 

interjecting, “I believe I believe” (line 47) in a high-pitched voice, Lily not only adds further 

weight to the sense that Polly is someone who can ultimately succeed in making and carrying out 

difficult decisions in adverse situations, but she also seems to be indexing her appreciation of 

Polly’s assertion, “I believe.” This is to say that Lily’s choice to repeat Polly’s, “I believe” in an 

excited manner may have been a way for Lily to savor (Tannen, 2007b) Polly’s triumph; Polly 

manipulated the system just as Lily did when she defied the nuns and priests by regularly 

skipping catechism class and still scoring exceedingly well on the catechism test. Once again, the 

present extract reflects the strength of constructed dialogue as a narrative tool for completing 

identity work. It also highlights how repetition can serve as a meaningful interactional tool, 

especially when combined with other linguistic devices such as constructed dialogue.  

  Prior to wrapping up the analysis of Polly’s personal identity construction in the story 

round under examination, it is worth briefly analyzing the second, short story that Polly tells in 

relation to Catechism. After Lily shares her catechism narrative, Polly jumps in once more to 

recount a time in which she and her older sister, Ann, got caught in the rain on the way home 

from their catechism class. Polly explains that they did not have an umbrella with them, so 

instead, they made the potentially dangerous decision to put plastic bags over their heads in an 

effort to keep themselves at least somewhat dry.  

Excerpt 8: 

241 Polly: I can remember Ann and I,  

242  we’d go to Catechism together.  

243  And one day it was raining,  

244  and we were . going home,  

245  <quickly> and we would always like,> 

246  skip a:nd jump a:nd you know, 
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247  we didn’t just WALK-  

248  we weren’t just . little kids that WALKED.  

249  Um but it was raining,  

250  and we didn’t have-  

251  I don’t think we had umbrellas,  

252  so we put BAGS over us.  

253  And Ann’s like, “You know, 

254  we could kill ourselves → 

255  by putting bags over our head.” 

256  But . we didn’t TIGHTen them → 

257  <laughing> or anything.> 

 

Lines 241 to 257 included here encompass the entirety of Polly’s second story and reflect two 

main instances of identity construction. The first instance is related to lines 246 through 248 in 

which Polly highlights that she and Ann would “skip and jump” all the way home rather than 

“just” walk. In pointing out the energetic way in which they returned home, Polly creates an 

identity for herself (and her sister) as a playful, joyous child, which runs contrary to the anxiety-

prone identity developed in her first narrative.  

  The second instance of identity construction in the above extract occurs in lines 251 to 

257 and is perhaps more complex than the first instance. After indicating that she and Ann 

placed bags over their heads in lieu of an umbrella, Polly immediately states that Ann 

acknowledged the dangerous nature of such an action. However, rather than making an explicit 

argument to remove the bags from their heads, Ann’s warning in lines 253 to 255 is portrayed as 

acting as a simple statement of what could go wrong. Furthermore, Polly’s comment explaining 

why their actions were not quite as ill-advised as they might seem on the surface, “But . we 

didn’t TIGHTen them or anything,” (lines 256-257) seems to suggest both a sort of laissez faire 

attitude about their arguably dangerous decision and to act as a pre-emptive justification of their 

choice. Taken together, the two portions of the present excerpt add new layers to Polly’s identity 
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construction in the overarching story round. She may have shown a measure of anxiety in her 

first catechism story, but the present narrative shows a more carefree and almost fearless side to 

her personality. 

  To conclude the analysis of Polly’s individual identity construction in the present 

extracts, it is important to emphasize the complexity reflected across her two narratives. People 

tend to develop multiple facets of their identity as they move through life, and indeed in 

individual narratives. The fact that conversational narratives such as those examined above can 

capture a multitude of character traits for one individual, especially in a relatively short period of 

conversation, highlights the power of narrative as an identity-creating resource. It also affirms 

the multifaceted understanding of identity advanced in contemporary linguistic research (e.g., 

Bucholtz & Hall, 2005). Hence, Polly’s two narratives once again support the notion that 

conversational narratives, especially those told in a round, function as a productive site for 

identity work in interaction. My analysis of her narratives demonstrated how devices such as 

constructed dialogue, repetition, hedging (or the lack thereof), and juxtaposition (in this case the 

juxtaposition of stories told back-to-back in a single story round) can help interlocutors co-

construct their personal identities in interaction.  

Ally 

  Of the four remaining participants whose discourse has yet to be discussed, Ally is the 

most active in the story round. She participates in three main ways. Firstly, she co-narrates a 

story with her mother, Polly, about the refrigerator in their family home breaking down or 

“dying” while they were away on vacation. Secondly, she frequently comments on the events 

and actions taken up by the characters in Lily and Polly’s narratives. In fact, Ally alone 
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comments on elements of Lily and Polly’s narratives more than Dustin, Kara, and I do combined 

– Ally utters 162 words while Lily and Polly narrate (this does not include the story that Ally and 

Polly co-narrate) whereas Dustin, Kara, and I utter a combined total of 33 words during their 

narratives. Lastly, Ally also frequently contributes to a brief conversational interlude that occurs 

in the midst of the story round, taking fifteen turns at talk whereas Dustin, Kara, and I take 

seventeen turns combined. Due to the varied and extensive ways in which Ally participates, I 

will first examine the particular ways in which her participation creates space for the 

construction of her personal identity before I turn to a brief overview of the ways in which 

Dustin, Kara, and I figure into the conversational segment that encompasses the story round 

analyzed here.  

  For the sake of the current analysis, I will focus on the ways in which Ally joins the 

discussion during Lily and Polly’s narratives and how she participates in the conversational 

interlude that occurs in the midst of the story round. Specifically, I will draw on three areas of 

prior research on narrative discourse that will help illuminate the particular ways in which Ally’s 

participation provides space for her personal identity construction. First of all, I refer to C. 

Goodwin’s (1986) analysis that highlights many ways in which audience participation can affect 

the narration of a story. In particular, Goodwin notes that the interpretation of narrative events by 

audience members can influence both the way in which a narrator continues their story and also 

how other audience members react to the story. Secondly, I draw on Mandelbaum’s (1987) 

analysis of how couples “share stories” in which the author argues that to “claim knowledge of 

someone’s thoughts seems to entail a high degree of understanding of them,” and therefore, that 

the speaker voicing the thoughts of another likely shares a close relationship with that person 
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(pp. 162-163). Finally, I reference the argument put forth by Schiffrin (1993) that when one 

person speaks for another, they are likely to either be perceived in a negative light as someone 

who is presumptive or viewed in a positive light for how well they seem to know and understand 

the person for whom they are speaking. The insight offered by all three of these sources will shed 

light on the specific ways in which Ally shows herself to be an astute and attentive audience 

member.  

  Before moving on to the analysis of a few salient examples of Ally’s participation, it is 

important to note that though I am currently focused on Ally’s participation during Lily and 

Polly’s narratives and the conversational interlude that takes place during the story round, I will 

review the co-narrated tale referenced above during the second part of the analysis. There, I will 

examine how subsets of participants such as Ally and Polly create shared identities through 

interaction. In reserving a discussion of the co-narrated tale for a later section of analysis, I do 

not mean to signal that the tale is irrelevant to Ally’s personal identity construction. Instead, it is 

the extent to which Ally’s personal identity construction is intertwined with the development of a 

shared family identity during the co-narrated tale that renders it prudent to analyze the narrative 

separately.  

  As previously mentioned, Ally is a vocal participant throughout the entirety of the 

recorded interaction. She not only regularly comments on elements of the narratives told by Lily 

and Polly, but she also positions herself as a perceptive member of the audience on a number of 

occasions through interactional moves such as interpreting what her interlocutors are saying (in 

line with Goodwin, 1986) or voicing the emotions and thoughts she perceives other speakers as 

feeling (in line with Mandelbaum, 1987; Schiffrin, 1993). Take for example the following 
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interaction that occurs during Lily’s first major narrative in which she relates how she convinced 

her mother to let her regularly skip catechism classes. In the moments leading up to the below 

exchange, Lily had been explaining that the local church would send representatives out to 

children’s family homes if they were not attending their catechism classes. During this exchange, 

I ask Lily for clarification of the name her mother gave these representatives, the “Fishers,” and 

Ally responds to my question at the same time that Lily does.   

Excerpt 9: 

117 Lily: <smile voice> My mom called them the Fishers.> 

118  Um.  

119  <laughing> “The Fishers are coming tonight.”> 

120 Polly: Oh my gosh. 

121 Lily: [Um . and,] 

122 Rachel: [Was that  ] their last name,  

123  or is it just because they wanted— 

124 Lily: No.  

125 Ally: [They were tryna like,] 

126 Lily: [They were fishing—  ] 

127 Ally: [[hook you (and bring)]] you back in. 

128 Lily: [[They were fishing—  ]]                  

129  Yes.  

130 Ally: O:kay.  

 

Before I can complete my question in lines 122 to 123, Lily interjects to tell me, “no” her mother 

did not call the representatives from the church the “Fishers” because that was their last name. 

Then, as Lily attempts to continue her explanation in line 126, Ally joins in, overlapping with 

Lily twice and eventually succeeding in completing her full thought before Lily is able to finish 

her own explanation. In fact, we could separate the overlapping phrases in lines 125 to 128 by 

speaker and end up with the following utterances: Ally says, “They were tryna like, hook you 

(and bring) you back in” while Lily repeats, “They were fishing— They were fishing—.” Ally’s 

explanation is clearly accurate as Lily confirms it with her affirmative response, “Yes” (line 
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129). However, Ally’s accuracy does not negate the bold choice of answering a question directed 

to another speaker. It is the effect of Ally’s interjection that I wish to discuss here.  

  In some situations, the way in which Ally overlaps with Lily here might be seen as 

inconsiderate given that my utterance selected Lily as next speaker by asking her for clarification  

(see Sacks et al., 1974 for a discussion of turn-taking in interaction). However, the way in which 

the exchange continues to unfold harmoniously in successive lines suggests that Ally is actually 

reflecting her own interest in the story by actively interpreting what is recounted and contributing 

to Lily’s narration. Indeed, after Lily confirms Ally’s explanation in line 129 and Ally reacts 

with a brief “o:kay” (line 130), Lily is given the space to further comment on the Fishers.    

Excerpt 10:     

131 Lily: They were fishing for,  

132 Polly: [WO:W ] 

133 Lily: [missing] children <wry, short laugh> 

134 Polly: [<laughing>] 

135 Ally: [<laughing>] 

136 Rachel:  <laughing> That’s odd.> 

137 Ally: Creepy and cult-y. <laughs> 

138 Rachel: YE:AH.  

139  <laughing> (Really that’s—>) 

140 Lily: So.  

 

In lines 131 and 133, Lily reiterates the idea that the Fishers were looking for “missing children,” 

delivering her statement with a short, wry laugh that appears to have the desired effect. Polly, 

Ally, and I all laugh in the following three lines, and Ally and I explicitly yet briefly comment on 

the “odd” and “creepy” nature of the Fishers’ behavior that was implied by Lily’s wry laugh. In 

this way, we all show both an interest in Lily’s story and a respect for her rights as a storyteller, 

allowing her to quickly pick up her role as narrator again in line 140. Thus, if we view Ally’s 

initial contribution to Lily’s story in light of her laughter and brief commentary in the present 
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extract, Ally’s previously offered explanation of why the Fishers were so named appears to be an 

indication of her close attention to and interest in Lily’s story rather than a lack of respect for 

Lily’s rights as a narrator. In line with Schiffrin’s (1993) analysis of speaking for another, this 

strategy is interpretable as a welcome “chipping in” versus an unwelcome “butting in.” In other 

words, rather than disrupting Lily’s story, Ally adds to and supports Lily’s point when she 

provides an (accurate) answer to my question about the Fishers. 

  Another way in which Ally’s contributions reflect how attentive a participant she is 

occurs early on in the first narrative told during the story round. As previously discussed, when 

Polly begins her story about how she nearly failed to be confirmed, Lily hints at her own story 

about missing catechism classes and having to request a special accommodation to get 

confirmed. Then, just as Lily relinquishes the floor to Polly and Polly attempts to restart her 

narrative, Ally interjects with a comment that presupposes knowledge of Polly’s feelings at that 

moment. Note that this excerpt was previously presented as part of Excerpt 4. 

Excerpt 11: 

16 Lily: Go ahead. <laughs> 

17 Polly: U:m. 

18 Ally: She just got jealous::.  

19 Rachel: <soft laugh> 

20 Polly:  YE:AH!  

21  Cause we had to go every WEEK . after SCHOOL. 

 

In line 18, Ally does not hesitate to ascribe feelings of jealousy to her mother regarding Lily’s 

ability to get out of going to Catechism. Notably, no one else is so daring as to suggest how Polly 

was feeling at this moment of the interaction and I am the only member of the audience to give 

any acknowledgement of Ally’s comment (see line 19). Ally took a risk in speaking for her 

mother as she could have incorrectly interpreted her mother’s emotional state. Instead, the 
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accuracy of Ally’s assertion is immediately and vehemently supported by Polly’s emphatic 

response in lines 20 and 21 in which she not only confirms her jealousy but provides an 

explanation of why catechism classes were undesirable (i.e., they occurred on a weekly basis). In 

this way, Ally shows herself as highly attuned to her interlocutors (likely drawing on her close 

relationship with and knowledge of her mother in this instance) and as capable of interpreting 

those aspects of the interaction that may not have been otherwise commented on by those 

present. Finally, it would be remiss to overlook the possibility that Ally had previously heard this 

or other stories about Polly’s dislike for catechism classes as such knowledge may have 

heightened Ally’s ability to ascertain Polly’s feelings in the present moment in a way that was 

not available to the rest of the participants. However, possessing prior knowledge of Polly’s story 

would only strengthen the argument that Ally is a highly attentive audience member. This is to 

say that in order to draw on her prior knowledge successfully in the above exchange, she would 

have had to pay such close attention during a previous rendition of the story that she committed 

the details of the story, including her mother’s feelings toward catechism classes, to memory.  

  Before turning to the ways in which Dustin, Kara, and I figure into the story round under 

analysis, it is worth mentioning that the two examples examined above represent only a very 

small portion of the many ways in which Ally contributes to the ongoing interaction. As noted 

previously, Ally also regularly participates in the conversational interlude that occurs between 

Polly’s second story about getting caught in the rain on the way home from Catechism and Lily’s 

second story about how she and her husband (Ralph, Kara’s and my father) once got soaked by a 

heavy downpour while dealing with a refrigerator that suddenly stopped working. Throughout 

this conversational interlude, Ally frequently gives minimal responses such as “nice” and “yeah,” 
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as well as slightly more extended responses that affirm what other participants are 

communicating at any given moment. Her active participation throughout the conversational 

interlude (she accounts for a fifth of all turns during this interlude) further bolsters the ways in 

which Ally constructs herself in the ongoing interaction as someone who is extroverted and eager 

to interact with others, attentively listening to what they say regardless of whether her 

interlocutors are engaging in narrative or conversational talk.  

  Ally’s participation throughout the seventeen minute segment, and particularly during the 

narratives told by Lily and Polly, once again reinforces the overarching arguments that identity 

construction occurs collaboratively through interaction and that narratives, especially those told 

in a round, are particularly rich sites for identity work. I previously demonstrated how Lily and 

Polly achieved personal identity work through their narration, positioning themselves both within 

the story worlds they created (Bamberg’s 1997 level 1 positioning) and within the present-day 

telling world (Bamberg’s 1997 level 2 positioning). In the extracts examined here, Ally does not 

figure as a character within the story world and does not have the opportunity to engage in level 

1 positioning, but she does execute level 2 positioning in a couple of ways that differ from how 

the others present interact with the narrators. Firstly, she supported the level 2 positioning work 

in which Lily and Polly were engaged by regularly commenting upon their narratives. Secondly, 

she used Lily and Polly’s narratives to achieve her own identity work (i.e., showing herself to be 

an attentive listener who enjoys a close relationship with her family members) in much the same 

way that the mother in Gordon’s (2007b) chapter on family discourse achieved the social identity 

of “mother” through her response to a story told by her brother about her young child 

misbehaving while he babysat her. By achieving level 2 positioning in two distinct ways, Ally’s 
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participation supports the argument that narratives are a productive site for the construction of 

personal identities, whether it is the narrators, the characters in the story world, or the audience 

members who ultimately draw on and are positioned by the narrative talk taking place.  

Dustin, Kara, and Rachel (Me) 

  Dustin, Kara, and I participate sparingly during the recorded interaction when compared 

to the many ways in which Lily, Polly, and Ally actively contribute to the interaction. In fact, 

Dustin, Kara, and I collectively account for less than 6% of the entire transcript in terms of 

words spoken. While such a low level of participation provides fewer opportunities to elucidate 

aspects of our personal identity as manifested in the present segment of data, there are a handful 

of general observations that are worthwhile to make here. To begin, I will reflect on the ways in 

which Dustin participates as he accounts for nearly 70% of the words uttered by the three of us 

combined.  

  As explained in the data and methods section, Dustin is my fiancé. He met my parents, 

sister, and aunt, Polly, for the first time a little under two years before the present recording was 

made; he first met my cousin, Ally, a little under one year before the recorded interaction. As 

such, Dustin had interacted with all of the other participants on multiple occasions prior to the 

present conversation but does not enjoy the more or less lifelong connection that exists between 

the rest of us. The combination of being familiar with all the family members included in the 

recorded conversation but not having long been a member of the family accounts for his status as 

an accepted but relative newcomer. A few particular observations about the present interaction 

will show how his participation both marks and further develops his status as a relatively new 

member of the family.   
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  First of all, Dustin does not narrate a single story during the present story round. He is not 

alone in refraining from storytelling in the present data as neither Kara nor I narrate any stories 

during the round, but his lack of narration is apparent throughout the larger recording from which 

the story round was pulled whereas Kara and I contribute to co-told family narratives in other 

sections of the recording. Additionally, Dustin refrains from commenting on or evaluating the 

narratives which are shared by Lily, Polly, and Ally in the present segment of data. In fact, with 

the exception of a single, collective unit of laughter that occurs in line 148 during Lily’s 

catechism story, the only time when Dustin actively contributes to the recorded segment of 

interaction is when he joins the conversational interlude in which we discuss umbrellas, rain 

jackets, and other means of staying dry in inclement weather.  

  There are multiple reasons that could plausibly explain Dustin’s limited participation, and 

I would argue that they are interrelated. First of all, Dustin may not be as comfortable speaking 

in this particular group setting as many of the other interlocutors appear to be. He also does not 

have the same frame of reference for the topics discussed that the other participants do. For 

example, even though many of the narratives shared were only experienced by one or two of the 

participants, we are all familiar with the vacation home that my parents own in Cape Cod, 

Massachusetts, having all spent many summers there. Similarly, Ally, Kara, and I are all familiar 

with Lily and Polly’s upbringing in the Catholic Church and their respective decisions to leave it 

despite not being alive at the time when their narratives on that topic took place. In contrast, 

Dustin not only had limited knowledge on the religious upbringing of my family members, but 

he also had limited knowledge of the Catholic Church as he is not Catholic himself. Thus, Dustin 
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likely had fewer resources to draw on when reflecting on various aspects of Lily and Polly’s 

narratives than Kara, Ally, and I did.  

  In contrast to Dustin’s lack of participation during Lily, Polly, and Ally’s narratives, the 

fact that he does contribute to the discussion of raincoats and other mechanisms for dealing with 

rainy weather is worth briefly discussing with reference to the below exchange. Dustin’s 

contributions focus on a handful of raincoats he has been given by past employers, and a brief 

pause in the interaction seems to be the impetus for him to join in. The pause, as shown below in 

line 347, occurs after Lily and Polly go back and forth on the merits of the respective raincoats 

they each own.  

Excerpt 12: 

344 Polly: [Yeah.   ] 

345 Lily: [But um,] 

346  ((static)) you pay for it in a heavy rain.  

347  ((short pause as someone wipes tablecloth)) 

348 Dustin: <quietly> I’ve just . gotten a bunch for free.>  

349                       [<quiet laugh>] 

350 Polly: <surprised> [RAINcoats?> ] 

351  How [(come)?] 

352 Dustin:          [Yeah    ] from employers.  

353 Polly: Oh! 

354  Really?  

355 Dustin: Yeah.  

356  I got one when I worked for UK athLETics, 

357  as event staff.  

 

Up until the brief pause in line 347, Polly, Lily, Ally, and I go back and forth fairly rapidly and 

briefly overlap with each other on multiple occasions, a style of interaction that may be difficult 

for Dustin to break into. Then, when there is a clear break in the conversation, Dustin seems 

comfortable enough to throw out information on the various raincoats he has come to own over 

the years. He does so fairly quietly at first, stating, “I’ve just gotten a bunch for free” (line 348). 
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However, he quickly comes to offer further details about the rain jackets as Polly asks him a 

series of very short questions such as, “RAINcoats?,” “How come?,” and “Really?” (lines 350-

354). It seems that the combination of open interactional space, a topic on which Dustin can 

relate to the other interlocutors, and some minor encouragement from another participant (in this 

case Polly) was more than enough to incite Dustin to become a more active participant in the 

conversation. In fact, he continues to go back and forth with Polly, Lily, and Ally all the way 

through line 401. However, when Lily begins to tell a new story about getting caught in the rain 

in line 426, Dustin retreats to the background again, reclaiming his place as an audience member 

who has less shared knowledge and fewer experiences in common with the narrator than the 

others present do. Finally, it should be noted here that it is also possible that gender is at play in 

this interaction, with Dustin staying in the background of the women’s talk. However, I suggest 

that it is his identity as a newcomer that is what most shapes his participation in this instance.    

  If we consider Dustin’s participation as a whole, we can see the ways in which his 

contributions not only reflect his status as a newcomer to the family but also reinforce his 

identity as someone who is still carving out a space for himself within the family. Specifically, 

Dustin makes an effort to join when he is comfortable doing so, but he also remains in the 

background for much of the conversation, something that does not necessarily happen when he 

and I spend time with his family and friends whom he has known for years.  

  Before wrapping up this first half of the analysis in which I consider how each individual 

participant co-constructs their personal identity through the recorded interaction, it is important 

to name the place that my sister, Kara, and I take up in the conversation. While there are various 

moments at which I interject during Lily and Polly’s narratives, such as the case discussed above 
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in which I ask why Lily’s mother called the representatives from the church the “Fishers,” my 

participation largely lies in minimal responses such as laughter or one word responses such as, 

“yeah” or “mm.” Kara is even more reserved in her contributions during the particular segment 

under analysis, participating solely via laughter. Again, there are multiple plausible reasons for 

this type of participation, and they are worth noting here. 

  For my part, I not only tend to be a bit more reserved in group settings (even among 

family members), but at the time of the recording, I was also aware of my place as the 

researcher. I did not actively aim to avoid participating during the recorded interaction, but I did 

do my best not to unduly influence the direction of the conversation such that it became 

unnatural. For Kara’s part, she also has a tendency to be more reserved in a large group setting 

and was frequently communicating via text message with her husband on the afternoon in which 

the recording was made. Both of these points may at least partially explain her low level of 

participation in the segment under analysis here, but no definitive comments on her participation 

or her personal identity construction can be made based on the segment chosen for analysis. 

Further, in the remaining half of the analysis, because Kara’s and my contributions to the 

construction of shared familial identities is relatively minimal, the analysis does not focus on 

them. This is not because my sister and I do not occupy a salient space within our family, but 

simply because the story round selected for analysis does not feature an extensive level of 

participation from either of us, particularly Kara.   

Conclusion 

  The present section of analysis has focused on the ways in which individual participants 

co-constructed their personal identities and the identities of others over the course of one story 
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round. Such a focus has highlighted the ways in which spontaneous, conversational narratives 

told in a round afford a wealth of opportunities for personal identity construction. For example, 

we saw how Lily used constructed dialogue in her narratives to show herself to be a highly 

agentive young child who was capable of making important decisions about her involvement 

with church activities. We also saw how she employed repetition to savor the crux of Polly’s 

catechism narrative, and how she drew on both the story world she created and the telling world 

in which she acted as a narrator to position herself as a highly competent young student and adult 

storyteller. Similarly, we witnessed how Polly used constructed dialogue and juxtaposition to 

create a multifaceted identity for herself in which she is prone to anxiety in adverse situations but 

also capable of making tough decisions and taking on a carefree personality in other 

circumstances. Finally, Ally’s particular ways of contributing to the overall interaction reflected 

how audience members can participate in level 2 positioning by making use of another’s 

narrative for one’s own identity construction.  

  When all three of these sub-analyses are considered together, especially alongside 

analyses such as the way that Dustin implicates himself in the family group by jumping into the 

conversational interlude that occurs in the middle of the story round, we are reminded that the 

construction of personal identities also frequently intertwines with the construction of shared 

family identities. As such, I will now turn to a discussion of the ways in which subsets of the 

participants develop a shared family identity in the story round interaction.  
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Part II: The Identity Construction of Subgroups Within the Family 

Introduction  

  As previously discussed, my analysis not only shows a variety of instances of identity 

construction for individual participants, but also reveals how identity work for subgroups of the 

participants as well as the group as a whole takes place alongside the individual identity work 

already discussed. I will begin the present section of analysis by addressing the particular ways 

in which a few pairs of interlocutors co-construct a shared identity through their conversational 

and narrative discourse. To do so, I will draw on a variety of sources that address how romantic 

couples, sisters, and other pairs of interlocutors who have a close relationship approach specific 

conversational tasks, including the recounting of personal narratives.  

  The first of these sources, Mandelbaum (1987), as previously discussed, considers how 

couples tell narratives when both were present for the events encompassed in a narrative. 

Specifically, Mandelbaum looks at interactional moves such as error corrections (in which one 

narrator corrects what the other has said), requests for verification (that a detail offered by one 

narrator was accurate), and complementary tellings in which narrators may speak simultaneously 

or in a quick back-and-forth manner that increases narrator credibility and the overall 

reportability (Labov, 1972) of the story. This is similar to Falk’s (1980) examination of 

conversational duets in which two interlocutors with shared knowledge of a particular topic 

discuss said topic (whether narrative in nature or not) with one or more other parties. These duets 

often reflect particular characteristics such as the fact that dueters may share feelings of 

camaraderie, similar conversational goals, and an ability to speak on each other’s behalf due to 

their shared knowledge of the topic (which in turn can be connected to Schiffrin’s 1993 notion of 
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speaking for another). Analyzing family discourse, Gordon (2009) looks at what she calls 

parenting teams, interactional teams that linguistically complete typical “parenting” actions such 

as directing or evaluating a child’s behavior, even when team members are close family friends 

rather than the biological parents themselves. Finally, in this section of the analysis, I also will 

draw on Tannen (2008) in which the author addresses what she calls Master Narratives 

(capitalization is the author’s), or culturally pervasive ideologies that are replicated in 

interaction. Specifically, Tannen applies the concept of Master Narrative to sister discourse, 

arguing that sisters are expected to be “close and similar” even though they are often subject to a 

hierarchical relationship based on age (p. 210). All of these sources, though they each focus on a 

particular type of relationship (familial or otherwise), are highly applicable to the data I will 

discuss below as they highlight certain characteristics of the participants’ relationships and the 

ways in which they perform these relationships through interaction. 

Lily and Polly 

  I will begin this section of analysis with a discussion of the shared identity that Lily and 

Polly co-construct through the present interaction as they account for roughly 83% of the full 

transcript in terms of number of words spoken. Though Lily and Polly are formally related via 

marriage (Lily is married to Polly’s brother, so they are sisters-in-law), they enjoy a relationship 

akin to that of a pair of sisters. They grew up in the same town in the same era and they have 

known each other since Lily was sixteen and Polly was eight. Additionally, Polly has often 

remarked (outside of the recorded conversation examined here) that she views Lily as an older 

sister. The multilayered nature of their familial relationship is important to highlight here as it 

underlies much of their interaction in the present data, including their shared knowledge of the 
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Catholic Church and an apparent understanding of one another’s relationship with their 

respective mothers.  

  In beginning my analysis of Lily and Polly’s shared identity, I will focus once again on 

the narratives they told about their respective experiences with catechism classes and the process 

of being confirmed as members of the Catholic Church. The reason I am choosing to revisit these 

narratives lies largely in the fact that the narratives permit Lily and Polly to index a shared 

knowledge of the Catholic Church, a knowledge which helps the pair co-construct a shared 

identity from the very beginning of the seventeen-minute story round under examination. Take 

for example the passage below in which Polly introduces her narrative. As previously discussed, 

Polly’s narrative is quickly interrupted by Lily and Ally who both comment on the topic of 

Catechism. (In line 1, Ally is summing up an observation Lily had just made about a priest at her 

childhood church who used to speak incredibly fast. Note also that this excerpt was previously 

presented as part of Excerpt 4.) 

Excerpt 13: 

1 Ally: [Sped right through it!] 

2 Polly: [I remember ..             ] Confirmation.  

3  Right before Confirmation,  

4  you had to go Catechism, 

5  which .. drove me nuts. 

6 Lily: [<stage whisper> Except for me::.>] 

7 Polly: [But we had to meet with—              ] 

8  Wha- (you didn’t—)? 

9 Ally: <stage whisper> I don’t know what Catechism is.> 

10 Kara: [<laughs>] 

11 Rachel: [<laughs>] 

12 Polly: You didn’t [have to go      ] to Catechism? 

13 Lily:                    [I’ll tell you— ] 

14  I’ll tell you that [story ] <laughs> 

15 Polly:                           [Okay.] 
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In lines 3 to 4, Polly offers a brief explanation of the fact that children hoping to be confirmed as 

members of the Catholic Church had to attend catechism classes as a prerequisite for 

Confirmation. After admitting her negative feelings about the classes in line 5, Polly tries to 

continue her explanation of the process but is interrupted by Lily’s interjection in line 6 that she 

managed to evade catechism classes. The apparently remarkable nature of avoiding catechism 

classes immediately stops Polly in her tracks, and she moves to confirm what she thought she 

had heard, “You didn’t have to go to Catechism?” (lines 8 and 12). This interchange quite plainly 

reveals that Lily and Polly both had a clear understanding of the process of Confirmation. Polly 

could not have provided a brief overview of the process if she was not personally familiar with it, 

and Lily’s interjection arguably would not have had the same effect on the direction of the 

conversation if she and Polly were not aware that being confirmed without attending catechism 

classes was a rare feat. Additionally, the reaction of their interlocutors (Ally, Kara, and me in this 

case) indicates that Lily and Polly’s knowledge of Confirmation is specialized and pertains to a 

religious identity that only they hold in the present company. Note how Ally jumps in in line 9 to 

highlight her lack of knowledge on the subject of Catechism and Kara and I then immediately 

respond with laughter that I argue indexes our own paltry understanding of the Catholic Church. 

Neither Kara nor I were raised religiously, so to laugh at Ally’s comment would not be in 

judgment of her lack of knowledge but in recognition of the fact that we too are a bit lost at this 

point in the conversation. In this way, Ally, Kara, and I briefly align as a group of “non-

Catholics,” an interactional move that throws Lily and Polly’s shared religious identity further 

into relief due to the way in which the two identities are juxtaposed. Thus, if we consider Lily 

and Polly’s exchange in light of the response from their interlocutors, we see that the two not 
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only demonstrate a certain level of similarity in their childhood upbringings via their discourse, 

but also that their identity as children of Catholicism is co-constructed amongst the five 

participants active in the present exchange.  

  Lily and Polly’s shared knowledge of the Catholic Church is repeatedly indexed 

throughout each of their respective narratives on the subject. For example, when Lily explains 

partway through her story that she was confirmed in fifth grade, Polly immediately responds by 

lamenting the fact that her class year was not confirmed until eighth grade.  

Excerpt 14: 

168 Lily: so in FIFTH grade,  

169  which is when we got confirmed,  

170 Polly: [Oh we got—                ] 

171 Lily: [(When I was going—)] 

172 Polly: We were (EIGHTH).  

173 Lily: I know you- 

174  they changed the rules after [that.      ]  

175 Polly:                                                  [YE:AH.]  

176  [<quietly> (I think the year before.>)] 

177 Lily: [So fifth grade was supposed             ] to be Confirmation.  

 

In line 170, Polly begins to assert the fact that she was in eighth grade when she was confirmed. 

She pauses when she realizes she overlapped with Lily’s ongoing narration in line 171, but then 

immediately finishes her thought in line 172 as soon as Lily pauses to give her the space to 

speak. At this point, Lily could have responded with a question like “Oh really?” to index some 

level of surprise at the information offered by Polly. She also could have completely ignored 

Polly’s lamentation, either by neglecting to give Polly the space to comment in line 172 or by 

leaving Polly’s comment in line 172 completely unaddressed. Instead, Lily briefly cedes the 

floor to Polly and demonstrates her (Lily’s) own knowledge of the workings of the Catholic 

Church during their childhood by affirming, “I know you- they changed the rules after that” 
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(lines 173-174). The knowledge negotiated here represents information that the rest of the 

participants, all a product of the generation following Lily and Polly’s, simply could not have 

known unless they were previously told by either Lily or Polly. As such, the two narrators once 

again speak to their shared religious identity by comparing notes on the process of Confirmation 

as they knew it. They also reflect a relationship akin to the kind Tannen (2008) discusses in her 

work on sister discourse as they not only compare their similar childhood experiences and draw 

on them to relate to each other as sisters might, but Lily also appears to take on a role as the older 

“sibling” in this passage. This is to say that Tannen’s claim that “the older sibling has authority 

and power over the younger” (p. 210) seems to hold true in this instance. Lily displays that 

power in this telling world by giving Polly the space to contribute, and though she does validate 

Polly’s comment in line 172, she quickly continues on with her story in line 177 even as Polly 

makes a second, overlapping comment about the rule change in line 176. 

  Before turning to the shared identity that Polly and Ally develop for themselves as a unit 

in how they co-narrate a story about the refrigerator in their family home breaking down, it is 

worth reviewing a final example of the way in which Lily and Polly index a shared identity 

through the present interaction. During Lily’s third and final narrative in which she details how 

she and her mother had to dispose of a refrigerator full of rotten food when her parents’ new 

refrigerator stopped working properly, Lily dramatically reveals how her mother insisted on 

grinding up the food in the kitchen sink disposal rather than simply dumping it all into trash 

bags. Polly, Ally, and I all react in extreme disgust, but when Lily begins to justify why she 

followed her mother’s directive, Polly is the one who interjects to support Lily’s justification.  
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Excerpt 15: 

648 Lily: And then <intense whisper> for some reason—> 

649  now this would be . a crazy thing too,  

650  knowing what I know now.  

651  But my mom . decided we could,  

652  put a lot of the food down the dispose-all,  

653 Rachel:  Oh go::d.  

654 Polly: O:::h. 

655 Lily: and grind it up! 

656 Polly: <lamenting> No:::>  

657 Ally: No.  

658 Polly: <lamenting> No:::. why:::?> 

659 Lily: Yeah.  

660  [I mean—] 

661 Ally: [No.          ]  

662  Just trash bag and to the curb.  

663 Polly: [O:::h.      ]                                             

664 Kara: [<laughs>] 

665 Ally: Get it out of [the house].  

666 Lily:                     [And I .    ] know that <laughing> now.> 

667 Polly: <laughs> 

668  [O::h.           ] 

669 Ally: [No amount] of lemon’s → 

670  gonna save [THAT.  ] 

671 Lily:                     [Well but] at that point,  

672  you know . I:::’m  probably about twenty,  

673  [and it’s her house.            ] 

674 Polly: [Just going, “Okay Mom.”] 

 

Polly, Ally, and I immediately react in horror in lines 653 to 658, with Polly commenting the 

most frequently (she takes three of the five turns amongst us) and dramatically holding out the 

vocalic sound in every word she utters for greater effect. Lily then confirms in line 659 that she 

really is serious about having to grind up the rotten food. When Ally then continues to remark on 

how bad an idea that was, taking three separate turns in lines 661 through 670 to say so, Lily 

then explains and justifies why she went along with her mother’s request. She states that she was 

“probably about twenty” (line 672) when the event took place, and as she adds “and it’s her 
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house” (line 673), Polly overlaps her speech with the statement, “Just going, ‘Okay Mom’” (line 

674). In this way, Lily and Polly manage to convey the same sentiment (that it was not Lily’s 

place to challenge her mother’s wishes) at the exact same time, recalling both Mandelbaum’s 

(1987) notion of complementary tellings and Falk’s (1980) discussion of conversational duets in 

which two speakers draw on their mutual knowledge to achieve like communicative goals. Polly 

could have remained silent during the present exchange, especially since Lily did not hesitate to 

present her own justification for her actions. Thus, the fact that Polly did choose to join in and 

project Lily’s thoughts for the group via constructed dialogue is interactionally meaningful. Such 

a move could have had negative interactional consequences if Polly had misinterpreted Lily’s 

point. Instead, just as Schiffrin (1993) suggests in her analysis of speaking for another, the fact 

that Polly’s interpretation exactly matched Lily’s point highlights the close relationship that Lily 

and Polly enjoy. Additionally, the passage once again shows that identity work is often jointly 

accomplished in interaction, especially when interlocutors construct a shared identity for 

themselves. In fact, while not my focus in this section, also notable is how Ally, Polly, and I 

briefly align in assessing the grinding up of rotten food as disgusting.  

Polly and Ally 

  The next sub-group of participants whose shared identity work I want to investigate is 

Polly and Ally. As previously mentioned, Polly and Ally are members of the same immediate 

family unit, Ally being the oldest of Polly’s two children (and the only one present during the 

recorded interaction). There are many occasions in which their close familial connection is 

reflected in the narratives shared in the story round, but the one of most interest at present is the 

story that they co-narrate. The narrative is told in two main parts, the first half of which 
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immediately follows a similar story that Lily tells about dealing with the refrigerator in her (and 

Ralph’s) vacation home in Cape Cod, Massachusetts suddenly breaking down. In the initial 

section of Polly and Ally’s narrative, Polly relates how her immediate family (including her 

husband, Marcus, and son, Jack, in addition to Ally) returned home from vacation one time to 

find that their refrigerator had died some days before. Notably, though Polly begins the narrative 

on her own and does not specifically invite Ally to join in the narration, it does not take more 

than one line before Ally jumps in. It is Ally’s participation at the beginning of the story that is 

of interest here.  

Excerpt 16:  

533 Polly:  We came home from vacation one time,  

534 Ally: We were at the Cape.  

535 Polly: <loudly> Were we?> 

536  Okay.  

537  Marcus went in the house,  

538  comes running out,  

539  gagging.  

 

By adding, “we were at the Cape” (line 534), Ally adds precision to Polly’s statement in line 

533. Specifically, Ally names the location of the vacation they had been on, something which 

Polly does not do. Perhaps Polly did not see this particular detail as necessary to the gist of the 

story or had simply forgotten it, but either way, its sudden addition to the story is worth noting as 

Ally’s brief interjection achieves significant interactional work.  

  First of all, in order to specify the location of their vacation at this moment, Ally must 

interrupt Polly mid-thought (see the comma at the end of line 533 that marks Polly as using a 

continuing intonation in an attempt to retain the conversational floor). Such a choice could be 

considered an intrusive one depending on the setting and the relationship of the interlocutors. 
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However, the fact that Ally does not hesitate to interject seems to indicate both a certain level of 

comfort with her own mother and also that she is aiming to contribute supportively to the telling. 

It also portrays a sense of self-confidence. Specifically, by asserting the location of the vacation 

Polly references in line 533 without hesitation, Ally demonstrates for the rest of the interlocutors 

that she has insider knowledge of the nascent story, something that is rather remarkable given 

that Polly had only uttered one short phrase at this point. Admittedly, it is conceivable that Ally 

was aided by the locative and thematic connection between Polly’s nascent story and Lily’s 

preceding one. However, it is still unlikely that the other participants, who did not share prior 

knowledge of the story, could have guessed where the story was heading from the clause, “We 

came home from vacation one time.” Thus, with the addition of one minor detail, Ally takes a 

first step toward building a shared identity with her mother and asserts her right to co-narrate or 

begin a conversational duet with her mother.  

  From this moment forward, Ally and Polly co-narrate the story, often engaging in a quick 

back-and-forth style of narration that reflects their shared knowledge of the events and characters 

that make up the story world. Take for example the excerpt below. After establishing that they 

had just returned from a vacation in Cape Cod, Polly adds details about how her husband (and 

Ally’s father), Marcus, was first to enter the house and discover that the refrigerator had died. It 

is at this point in the story that she and Ally trade off adding further details to the narrative.  

Excerpt 17: 

543 Polly: Like two- we were gone [for three weeks. ] 

544 Ally:                                          [We were gone—] 

545 Polly: So the frozen meat was cooked.  

546  It was so [(odd)].  

547 Rachel:                [O:::h.] 

548 Polly: It was disgusting.  
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549  Marcus couldn’t handle smells.  

550 Ally: [No:::.   ] 

551 Polly: [Like he] couldn’t change → 

552  dirty diapers or anything,  

553  [(     )] 

554 Ally: [He’d] just GA:G.  

555 Polly: Yep.  

556 Ally: He was not good at that stuff.  

 

In line 543, Polly begins to specify that the family was away on vacation for two weeks and then 

self-corrects to three weeks. Interestingly, before Polly completes her self-correction, Ally begins 

to correct her, something that Mandelbaum (1987) points to as a feature of co-narration in her 

study on narratives co-told by couples. Certainly, Polly and Ally are not a couple in the sense 

that Mandelbaum means, but their close relationship as mother and daughter and the fact that 

they are the only members of their immediate family present to relate this family story does 

naturally group them as a “team” in the interaction (following, e.g., Lerner, 1993; see also 

Gordon, 2003, 2009; Kangasharju, 1996). In fact, Ally not only begins an error correction (line 

544) for what Polly said, but she notably does so by starting her phrase in the exact same way as 

Polly, “We were gone.” As Gordon (2003) points out in her discussion of interactional teams in 

(step)family interaction, repetition can function as a tool for creating a supportive alignment 

between participants, and I suggest that Ally uses repetition to construct this between herself and 

Polly. In this way, even as Ally begins to challenge a detail that Polly supplied, she does so in a 

way that supports Polly’s ultimate communicative goal (i.e., to emphasize the length of time they 

were away so that the audience understands just how badly the house smelled on their return). 

Additionally, it is worth pointing out that Ally cuts herself off in line 544 as soon as Polly 

finishes stating they were away for three weeks, presumably because this was an accurate 
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representation of the length of their vacation and there was no need for Ally to continue the 

correction.  

  The second part of interest in the above extract occurs in lines 549 to 556 in which Polly 

and Ally go back-and-forth about how Marcus could not handle bad smells. The interchange 

allows them to co-construct their shared family identity in two main ways. First of all, they (as 

his wife and daughter) have shared knowledge of Marcus that not everyone present did. I cannot 

say for sure whether or not Lily and Kara knew about the effect that bad smells had on Marcus, 

but I can say that I certainly did not and Dustin could not have as he did not meet Marcus before 

he (Marcus) passed away. Secondly, Polly and Ally’s exchange once again recalls the concept of 

the conversational duet. Though they briefly overlap in lines 550 and 551, as well as in lines 553 

and 554, they are competing for the floor only in the sense that they are both actively seeking to 

prove their shared point about Marcus’s negative reaction to bad smells. In fact, they affirm each 

other’s contributions on multiple occasions. For example, Ally responds to Polly’s assertion, 

“Marcus couldn’t handle smells” (line 549) with the response, “No:::” (in the sense of “No he 

couldn’t.”). Similarly, when Ally adds that, “He’d just GA:G” (line 554) when confronted with 

nauseating smells, Polly gives a very matter of fact, “Yep” (line 555). In this way, Polly and Ally 

clearly mark that they hold joint knowledge about Marcus that the rest of us do not. 

  The examples of how Polly and Ally’s shared identity as part of the same, immediate 

family unit abound throughout the rest of their narrative. For the sake of space, I will not review 

every example in depth, but I do want to make two final points. First of all, the sense of the two 

working as an interactional team once again arises in a very tangible way. When Lily indirectly 

asks (by relating her own similar experience) if their refrigerator essentially cooked their food 
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when it “died,” Ally and Polly are so in step by this point of the conversation that they end up 

exclaiming at the same time that that was indeed “what happened to ou:rs” (lines 579-580). In 

this case, they surpassed simple repetition of one another’s words, instead speaking in unison. 

Additionally, the second half of their narrative, which Ally relaunches after Lily completes her 

story about her parents’ refrigerator breaking down, is worth mentioning here as the tenor of Ally 

and Polly’s co-narration diverges from that of the first half of their co-narrated story. Namely, 

Polly and Ally openly disagree about what happened to their faulty refrigerator in the aftermath 

of it breaking down, with Polly believing that her step-son Franklin took it right away and Ally 

arguing that they kept it as a spare fridge in their garage for years before her half-brother took it. 

I mention this disagreement not to counter my previous arguments about Polly and Ally working 

well as a team and performing as a conversational duet, but because it is important to 

acknowledge that mother and daughter pairs can also “butt heads,” an observation in line with 

Falk’s (1979) argument that disagreements can occur through and during a conversational duet. 

In fact, I would argue that by showing multiple sides of their relationship as mother and 

daughter, Polly and Ally’s co-narrated story exemplifies the complexity that is present in many 

familial relationships. It also demonstrates how immediate family members can enact a distinct 

shared identity tied to their local family group even when their audience is made up of extended 

family members who presumably also have quite a lot in common with them.  

Dustin and Rachel (Me)  

  Dustin and I make up the final subgroup of participants whose shared identity 

construction I want to discuss here. We are the only romantic couple with both members present 

for the recorded interaction, and the analytic point to be made about the ways in which we 
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interact during the segment is quite distinct from the analyses offered up to this moment. As 

stated in the first half of the analysis, Dustin only participates in the present data segment during 

the conversational interlude that takes place in the middle of the story round. In contrast, I 

engage in the conversation throughout the entirety of the seventeen-minute segment but only 

take one or two successive turns at a time (whereas Dustin takes nearly half of all the turns that 

occur during the brief segment in which he participates). Given the divergent nature of our 

respective modes of participation and the fact that Dustin does not verbally participate outside of 

the conversational interlude that takes place in the midst of the story round, I necessarily focus 

here on the ways in which we each contribute to the interaction during the interlude.   

  The last narrative shared prior to the conversational interlude comes from Polly and 

focuses on a time when she and her sister, Ann, got caught in the rain on the way home from 

their catechism classes. As previously mentioned in my analysis of that story, they did not have 

any umbrellas or rain jackets with them, so they decided to put plastic bags over their heads. This 

unusual and potentially dangerous choice sparks an extended discussion of the various types of 

umbrellas and raincoats that we all own and prefer when trying to remain dry in inclement 

weather. Before long, I join the discussion with a brief comment about the value of clear, bulb-

shaped umbrellas that come down past one’s face, remarking that, “Those are better than . 

TODAY’S umbrellas, it sounds like” (lines 282-283). I also give a minimal response a few lines 

later (“mhm” in line 289) in affirmation of Polly’s observation that the oversized umbrellas 

common these days can be difficult to use when one has other items to carry. After these two 

contributions, I remain silent until a new narrative in which Lily and her husband get caught in 

the rain while trying to salvage the contents of a “dead” refrigerator is launched in line 426. My 
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silence notably includes the entirety of the conversational segment in which Dustin becomes an 

active participant. It is my silence during this period of talk that I want to focus on here.  

  At a surface level it may seem unlikely that silence would lend itself to an analysis of 

positioning or identity work, especially when the focus of that analysis is on how two people 

build a shared identity through interaction. However, silence often has been shown to be 

interactionally significant, both as a potential marker of conversational breakdown (e.g., Sacks et 

al., 1974) and as a culturally relevant form of interaction that does not necessarily reflect 

interactional trouble (e.g., Mushin & Gardner, 2009; Tannen, 2005). I argue here that my silence 

during Dustin’s contributions actually reflects the close relationship we have as a couple rather 

than a lack of solidarity between us. To support this argument, I will contrast my silence with the 

ways in which Polly, Ally, and Lily each interact with Dustin during the conversational 

interlude. I begin with the extract below in which Polly responds with interest when Dustin 

jumps into the conversation by stating that he has obtained a number of his raincoats for free. 

Note that this excerpt was previously presented as part of Excerpt 12. 

Excerpt 18: 

348 Dustin: <quietly> I’ve just . gotten a bunch for free.>  

349                       [<quiet laugh> ] 

350 Polly: <surprised> [RAINcoats?> ] 

351  How [(come)?] 

352 Dustin:          [Yeah     ] from employers.  

353 Polly: Oh! 

354  Really?  

355 Dustin: Yeah.  

356  I got one when I worked for UK athLETics, 

357  as event staff.  

 

Note how Polly responds to Dustin’s assertion in line 348 with a surprised tone of voice and 

immediately follows her initial question (“RAINcoats?”) with a second question (“How come?”). 
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I argue that the quick succession of questions combined with the emphasis on “rain” and Polly’s 

surprised intonation indicate that she is genuinely interested in what Dustin has to say. She could 

have responded in a monotone voice, made a statement rather than asking a question, or 

completely ignored his contribution. Instead, Polly’s specific interactional choices reflect her 

enthusiasm for the topic he introduced. They also indirectly suggest that the information Dustin 

related was new for Polly, something I know to be true as such a topic had not been discussed 

with her on a prior occasion. This newness is further displayed in Polly’s use of “oh” (line 353); 

according to Schiffrin (1987), “oh” is a marker that reflects the receipt of new information and a 

change in information state. 

  The interchange above is also noteworthy because the second of Polly’s questions 

overlaps with Dustin’s response to her first question. One could argue that overlapping speech 

has a negative effect on interaction, perhaps indexing one’s disregard for the communicative 

goals of an interlocutor, but I actually argue that Polly’s overlapping utterance in line 351 

functions as what Tannen (2005) calls cooperative overlap. This is to say that Polly’s questions 

do not cause Dustin to stop or falter in his speech, but actually help smoothly move the 

conversation forward by encouraging him to add further detail to his explanation of how he 

obtained free raincoats. Additionally, it is worth mentioning that the pattern of interaction 

between Dustin and Polly in lines 348 to 352 continues on in successive lines (see Polly’s “Oh!” 

in line 353 and her question “Really?” in line 354). That Polly continues to react to Dustin’s 

contributions with surprise and with further probing questions suggests that Polly is still working 

to forge a closer connection with Dustin and is presently attempting to do so by learning more 

about his life. This perceived interactional goal is also meaningful because it contrasts directly 
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with the fact that all of the information Polly requests in the above passage is knowledge that I 

already possess due to my existing relationship with Dustin.  

  It is also important to note that Lily and Ally join the conversation after a few direct 

exchanges between Dustin and Polly. Much like in the interchanges between Dustin and Polly, 

Lily and Ally repeatedly affirm what Dustin says throughout the conversation, also showing an 

interest in learning more about his life by making requests for further information. While these 

interactional moves are meaningful in and of themselves, they become even more so when we 

more closely consider the existing relationships amongst the various participants and Dustin. Of 

the six participants present, my status as Dustin’s fiancée and the participant who has known him 

for the greatest length of time supports my assertion that I know him the best of those present. 

My close relationship with my sister, Kara, also has led her to spend a lot of time with Dustin. In 

contrast, Polly, Lily, and Ally, though they all have interacted with Dustin on many occasions, 

are still getting to know him. Thus, when taken in light of each participant’s relationship with 

Dustin, it appears that Polly, Lily, and Ally’s repeated questions and commentary reflect not only 

an apparent desire to create a further connection with Dustin, but also a lack of prior specialized 

knowledge about Dustin. For this reason, I suggest that my silence in the present segment does 

not reflect a disregard for Dustin’s conversational contributions so much as my familiarity with 

Dustin, his work history, and his outerwear. Indeed, it would be odd if I remarked with surprise 

or asked for further clarification of the information he provides as he and I both know that I am 

already familiar with it all.    
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Other Potential Groupings 

  Before moving on to the final section of analysis in which I discuss how the various 

levels of identity work already discussed come together to build an overarching family identity 

shared by all six participants present, it is important to note that the pairs of interlocutors 

discussed in the present section do not constitute the only subgroups possible in this group of 

participants who share close relationships. Many other sets of interlocutors share familial 

connections that give them the potential to build their own shared identity distinct from other 

members of the larger family unit. For example, Kara and I as sisters might have constructed a 

shared sibling identity through our own shared narratives and references to mutual experiences 

growing up in the same family unit. Similarly, Kara, Ally, and I could have drawn on our status 

as cousins for identity work, and the three of us plus Dustin could have constructed a collective 

identity as members of the younger of the two generations represented by the participants 

involved in the story round. The list of various subgroupings could continue on based on the 

distinct connections that each family member has with the others present, but the variety of 

groupings is not the ultimate analytic point I wish to emphasize here. Instead, highlighting the 

fact that many other subgroupings were possible demonstrates that the specific ways in which an 

interaction unfolds play a significant role in the ways in which identity work takes place. This is 

to say that identities, whether individual or shared, are co-constructed through interaction rather 

than static entities that are endlessly reproduced in each new interaction.     

Part III: The Identity Construction of an Extended Family Group 

  The analyses presented in the previous sections have repeatedly demonstrated that 

conversational narratives shared in a round function as productive sites for identity work. For 
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example, I have shown that linguistic devices such as constructed dialogue, repetition, co-

narration, and silence all served to develop not only distinct identities for Lily, Polly, Ally, and 

Dustin but also shared identities for various pairs of these interlocutors. Moreover, some of the 

data extracts examined in relation to personal identity construction were re-examined for the 

sake of identifying ways in which subgroups of the participants built their shared identities 

through the recorded interaction. The fact that individual segments of data can accomplish many 

layers of identity work at once is important not only for our understanding of the complexity of 

human interaction, but also as a point of transition to a discussion of the ways in which the 

present data instantiates a collective identity for all six participants.  

  In the last section, I drew largely from Mandelbaum (1987), Falk (1980), and Tannen 

(2008); these studies focused on conversational narratives told by romantic couples, people 

performing as conversational duets, and sisters, respectively. In the present section, I broaden the 

scope by referencing sources on whole group interaction and the development of collective 

identities. My analysis builds on Gordon’s (2003) discussion of the concept of interactional 

teams in which a group of participants use tools such as repetition, shared smiles and laughter, 

and supportive backchanneling to “align supportively with one another and exhibit conjoined 

participation” (pp. 395-396). It also extends Gordon’s (2009) furthering of her work on 

interactional teams by looking at how such teams arise within familial interactions using 

linguistic devices such as repetition, format tying, or the repetition of words and sentence 

structures used by an interlocutor (M.H. Goodwin, 1990), and what Gordon (following 

Søndergaard, 1991) calls a familylect, or the unique vocabulary and ways of speaking that a 

family develops over time. These discussions are highly relevant to the present section of 
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analysis as they point to some of the particular devices that occur throughout the recorded story 

round and help develop the sense that Polly, Lily, Ally, Dustin, Kara, and I not only form a 

cohesive family unit due to pre-existing relationships but also due to how we discursively 

interact. To explore the specific ways in which we create this collective identity, I will draw once 

again on the first major narrative that Lily tells.  

  To recap, Lily’s first narrative in the selected story round details her experience being 

confirmed as an official member of the Catholic Church without attending catechism classes in 

third, fourth, or fifth grade. She begins her story with an explanation of how she convinced her 

mother that she should not have to attend catechism classes, and then moves on to discuss how 

the local church would send out representatives to the homes of truant children, representatives 

that her mother named “the Fishers” because they were “fishing for missing children” (see lines 

111-133). The familylect term from Lily’s childhood, “the Fishers” – which Polly and Ally 

seemed to immediately recognize but which I needed to inquire further about before coming to 

understand it (as previously shown in Excerpt 9) – inspired a great many reactions from Lily’s 

audience as seen below. (Note that part of the excerpt below appeared previously in Excerpt 10.) 

Excerpt 19: 

131 Lily: They were fishing for,  

132 Polly: [WO:W] 

133 Lily: [missing] children <wry, short laugh> 

134 Polly: [<laughing>] 

135 Ally: [<laughing>] 

136 Rachel:  <laughing> That’s odd.> 

137 Ally: Creepy and cult-y. <laughs> 

138 Rachel: YE:AH.  

139  <laughing> (Really that’s—>) 

140 Lily: So.  

141  My mother would just say,  

142  “You know,  



89 

 

143  you don’t- you don’t have to come down . stairs.” 

144  U::m,  

145              And [you know—               ] 

146 Ally: <whispers> [“Just hide upstairs.”]  

147  “Don’t let the Fisher’s get you.”> <laughs> 

148 All: <extended laughter> 

149 Lily: She said, “I’ll talk to them, 

150  I’ll handle it, 

151  you don’t have to come down.” 

 

Before Lily can complete her explanation of why her mother termed the church representatives 

“the Fishers,” Polly jumps in with a very emphatic and drawn out “wow” (line 132). She, Ally, 

and I then quickly laugh in response to Lily’s explanation, continuing to comment with fervor on 

the “odd” and “creepy and cult-y” nature of such an entity (see lines 134-139). Lily clearly is not 

opposed to such a determination about the character of the Fishers as she first explained their 

moniker with a short, wry laugh that invited the astonished response given by Polly, Ally, and 

me. Even still, Lily quickly moves on with her storytelling in line 140, privileging her narrative 

over continued responses from her audience (i.e., see how I discontinue my utterance in line 

139). At this point, Lily’s main communicative goal appears to be to progress the storyline. For 

this reason, the exchange that occurs in line 144 through 148 is interactionally meaningful. It is 

these five lines that I want to pay particular attention to with regard to the identity work done on 

behalf of the collective set of participants involved in this data.  

  In line 144, Lily pauses to collect her thoughts about her own mother’s assertion that 

there is no reason for Lily to be present when the Fishers arrive to inquire about her lack of 

attendance in catechism classes. When she does so, Lily creates space (perhaps unintentionally) 

for her audience to further comment on the actions of the Fishers and Ally seizes the opportunity. 

In lines 146 to 147, Ally uses constructed dialogue to speak for Lily’s mother in the story world, 
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but whispers something a bit more conspiratorial in nature than is likely for Lily’s mother to 

have literally said. Specifically, Ally whispers the dramatic warning, “Just hide upstairs. Don’t 

let the Fishers get you.” In doing so, she not only amuses herself as evidenced by her laughter at 

the end of line 147, but her wry humor also incites hearty laughter from all six participants (see 

line 148), including Lily herself. It also leads to a temporary pause in Lily’s storytelling but does 

not seem to cause an issue as Lily easily picks her narrative up again in line 149 after everyone’s 

laughter naturally dies down. In this way, the collective laughter shared in line 148 appears to 

reflect our shared beliefs about the traditions of the Catholic Church, and perhaps religious 

traditions more generally. This is to say, had we been offended by Ally’s joke in lines 146 and 

147, we likely would not have laughed and either a rebuttal to her joke or a charged silence may 

have ensued. Thus, we not only seem to hold similar religious identities to one another, but we 

appear completely comfortable in enacting those identities with each other.  

  The example discussed here was selected as one of the most self-evident ways in which 

the participants as a whole create a shared family identity but it is not the only way in which we 

achieve such identity work throughout the recording. For example, the topical structure of the 

story round alone reflects our level of connection with each other. Polly, Lily, and Ally (as the 

three main narrators in the story round) choose topics (such as religion) that are often viewed as 

highly contentious and could have been negatively received in other company. As such, the fact 

that the catechism narratives that begin the story round account for slightly more than a third of 

the full transcript in terms of words spoken exemplifies our comfort as a family group. We not 

only react with interest when Polly and Lily launch their catechism narratives, but we clearly 

show alignment with the thematic points of their narratives through repeated instances of shared 
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laughter, supportive backchanneling, and probing questions meant to bolster our understanding 

of the narratives. Additionally, that the topic is picked up in more than one story is important to 

note as a topic shift might have been initiated after Polly’s first story had interlocutors been 

uncomfortable with the topic of religion.  

  In conclusion, in this section I have shown that just as the participants used the selected 

story round to co-construct and negotiate their individual identities and the identities of smaller 

subgroupings, they also drew on this story round to collectively build a family identity. 

Specifically, participants employed the familylect term “the Fishers” to create opportunities for 

shared laughter and to index their shared perspectives on religion, thereby creating a sense of 

supportive alignment (Gordon, 2003) with one another through interaction. In highlighting how 

the familylect term was used, explained, and enjoyed, I suggest it also lays the groundwork for 

future family interactions and opportunities to discursively construct a shared family identity. 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

  To conclude, the six interlocutors involved in the story round examined clearly draw on a 

great many resources to relate to one another in interaction. Constructed dialogue and repetition 

occur repeatedly throughout Polly and Lily’s narratives, with Ally participating heavily in the 

story round, occasionally stepping in as a co-narrator or briefly speaking for another (whether 

that other is another interlocutor in the telling world or a character in the story world). Silence 

and overlap, though often seen as indicating a breakdown in conversation, occur within the 

present story round in ways that index the closeness between interlocutors, as does laughter. The 

multifaceted ways in which the six participants in the present data accomplish their relationships 

in interaction underscore the value of the narrative interaction as a site for identity construction, 
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demonstrating that personal identities can be co-constructed in interaction alongside the 

development of shared, group identities. This finding contributes to contemporary 

understandings of identity as multilayered and interactionally accomplished (e.g., Bucholtz & 

Hall, 2005). It also adds to the insights from a wealth of existing research on narrative and family 

discourse by reinforcing prior findings and applying them to the underexamined context of story 

rounds in family discourse; I discuss this below.  

  First of all, my study adds to positioning theory (e.g., Davies & Harré, 1990; Davies & 

Harré, 1999) and its extension into the three levels of positioning posited by Bamberg (1997) by 

examining the multifaceted ways in which positioning and identity work take place in the 

selected family story round. Beginning with an analysis of identity construction at a personal 

level, I demonstrated how participants used constructed dialogue and repetition to position 

themselves and each other within both the story world and the telling world. I also showed how 

the juxtaposition of stories throughout the narrative round allowed participants to contrast their 

individual identities with those of their interlocutors. I then turned to an examination of identity 

construction amongst pairs of participants who used their shared knowledge as well as 

opportunities for co-narration and devices such as cooperative overlap and even silence to 

develop a shared identity for themselves distinct from the rest of the family members represented 

in the study. Finally, I pulled these analyses together to address how the full group of six 

participants used a familylect term, constructed dialogue, and joint laughter to create a shared 

identity based on their complex web of familial connections, mutual knowledge, and shared 

values. In doing this, I demonstrated that positioning theory is not only highly applicable to 
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analyses of narrative and family discourse, but also that it is crucial to an understanding of the 

multilayered nature of identity work that occurs in such discourse.  

  I also drew on existing research on discursive strategies such as Tannen’s (2007b) notion 

of constructed dialogue, Gordon’s (2003, 2009) analysis of repetition as a tool for creating 

supportive alignments and interactional teams, and Sacks et al.’s (1974) examination of turn-

taking and silence, extending their findings by considering them in the context of family story 

rounds. Firstly, whereas much prior research on family discourse has focused on families with 

young children and on nuclear family units (e.g., Blum-Kulka, 1993; Ochs & Taylor, 1995), I 

instead focused on an extended family in which the participants were largely clustered into two 

generations, adult children and their parents (and aunts and uncles). Secondly, by focusing on the 

use of a variety of linguistic devices, my study provided further evidence for the arguments that 

identities, including family identities, are constructed through interaction (rather than fixed), and 

that narrative discourse is a particularly rich site for identity construction. Finally, by choosing as 

its locus of analysis a set of stories wherein each naturally occurred after the other in 

conversation, my study of identity construction in family discourse brought together existing 

discussions on the structure of conversational story rounds and on narratives as a site for identity 

work, extending research by Erickson (1982), Ochs and Taylor (1995), and Gordon (2009), 

among others.   

  The present study also points to further directions for research addressing the intersection 

of narrative and family discourse. Having drawn from a single story round that occurred amongst 

only six members of my extended family (including me), I was unable to explore the ways in 

which other members of my family might similarly (or differentially) draw on story rounds as a 
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site for identity construction. As such, it would be interesting to conduct a more expansive 

analysis in the future that touches on identity work amongst more members of a family like 

mine, or some other larger family group. It would also be particularly interesting to compare the 

ways in which various subgroups of an extended family, perhaps separated by generation or by 

nuclear family unit, draw on the story round as an interactional tool. Additionally, whereas I 

chose to focus on fully-fledged narratives in the Labovian sense, it would be interesting to 

review rounds of stories that adhere to Bamberg and Georgakopoulou’s (2008) concept of small 

stories to investigate if the ways in which clusters of such non-prototypical stories might 

similarly or differentially relate to the modes of identity construction reviewed in the present 

study. In sum, there are a great many ways in which to further expand on the topic of identity 

construction as it relates to family discourse, a fact that further highlights the strength of 

narrative discourse, particularly story rounds, as a site for identity work, while also underscoring 

the importance of further exploration into the linguistic strategies and interactional patterns that 

emerge in family and narrative discourse.  
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APPENDIX A: TRANSCRIPTION CONVENTIONS 

 

Tannen, D., Kendall, S., & Gordon, C. (Eds.). (2007). Family Talk: Discourse and identity in 

four American families. (pp. xiii-xiv). Oxford University Press.  

 

((words)) Double parentheses enclose transcriber’s comments, in italics. 

(words) Single parentheses enclose uncertain transcription. 

carriage return Each new line represents a new intonation unit. 

→ An arrow indicates that the intonation unit continues onto the next line. 

—   A dash indicates a truncated intonation unit. 

-    A hyphen indicates a truncated word or adjustment within an intonation 

unit. 

?  A question mark indicates a relatively strong rising intonation. 

. A period indicates a falling, final intonation. 

,    A comma indicates continuing intonation. 

. .                  Dots indicate silence (more dots indicate a longer silence) 

:  A colon indicates an elongated sound. 

CAPS Capitals indicate emphatic stress. 

<laughs>               Angle brackets enclose descriptions of vocal noises, e.g., coughs, clears 

throat 

<manner>words> Angle brackets enclose descriptions of the manner in which an utterance 

or part of an utterance is spoken, e.g., high-pitched, laughing, creaky 

voice. 

words [words] 

           [words]       

Square brackets enclose simultaneous talk. Double brackets enclose a 

second instance of simultaneous talk that lines up vertically in the 

transcript with a first instance of simultaneous talk (e.g., lines 125-128). 

 

Additional conventions used:  

 

= The equal sign indicates latching between two utterances.  

“ ” Quotation marks indicate constructed dialogue (Tannen 2007b).  

! An exclamation mark indicates a particularly animated intonational unit.  
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APPENDIX B: FULL TRANSCRIPT 

 

1 Ally: [Sped right through it!] 

2 Polly: [I remember ..             ] Confirmation.  

3  Right before Confirmation,  

4  you had to go Catechism, 

5  which .. drove me nuts. 

6 Lily: [<stage whisper> Except for me::.>] 

7 Polly: [But we had to meet with—             ] 

8  Wha- (you didn’t—)? 

9 Ally: <stage whisper> I don’t know what Catechism is.> 

10 Kara: [<laughs>] 

11 Rachel: [<laughs>] 

12 Polly: You didn’t [have to go      ] to Catechism? 

13 Lily:                   [I’ll tell you— ] 

14  I’ll tell you that [story ] <laughs> 

15 Polly:                           [Okay.] 

16 Lily: Go ahead. <laughs> 

17 Polly: U:m. 

18 Ally: She just got jealous::.  

19 Rachel: <soft laugh> 

20 Polly:  YE:AH!  

21  Cause we had to go every WEEK . after SCHOOL. 

22  You’d .. walk down to the church,  

23  [(and—  )] 

24 Ally: [She went] to Stations of the Cross. 

25 Polly: Yeah . that’s true.  

26 Kara: [<extended laughter>                           ] 

27 Ally: [I don’t know what that is either BUT,] 

28  maybe that cancels out. 

29 Polly: Uh but,  

30  before we could be confirmed,  

31  we had to meet with the head . NU:N?  

32  And so it was my turn to meet with her, 

33  and we’re talking,  

34  and I said, “Well I don’t even believe in God.” 

35  And she’s like, “You don’t believe in GOD, 

36  we’re not gonna confirm you.” 

37  I was like, “You HAVE to confirm me,  

38  Mom will KILL me.” 

39 Rachel: <short laugh> 

40 Polly:  I was a MESS.  

41  I was a- WORRied so much that week.  

42  And the next week I came back t- 
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43  I had to have another conversation with her.  

44  And she said, “So what do you think.” 

45  I said <laughing> “I believe.”>  

46  <laughs> “I believe.”  

47 Lily: <high-pitched> “I believe I believe.>”= 

48 Polly: =“I believe!” 

49  So I got to be confirmed.  

50  And I even answered one of the priest’s questions.  

51  I was like, “Not- not only getting confirmed,  

52  I’m gonna get extra points here.” 

53 Rachel:  <short laugh & in-breath> 

54 Lily: So do you want to hear [(why- how) I ] got confirmed → 

55 Polly:                                       [YE:::S.          ] 

56  [How’d you get out of it?      ] 

57 Lily: [without going to Catechism.]  

58 Ally: Yeah.  

59 Lily:  U:m . becau:se,  

60  along about the third grade, 

61  so we’d gone through all the thing with → 

62  confession and communion, 

63  [and all that sort of stuff.   ] 

64 Polly: [Oh I HA::Ted confession.] 

65 Lily:  And actually I- the second grade → 

66  nun was actually pretty cool.  

67  So I- I LIKed going then.  

68  But then beginning in third grade,  

69  it really devolved into just like,  

70  you were memorizing that . [damn Catechism],  

71 Polly:                                              [M::m.                 ]  

72 Lily: Um . all the questions and answers.   

73  And . you had to- you had to, 

74  SAY the full answer.  

75  So . you know like,  

76  they’d ask you a question,  

77  and you had to stand up, 

78  and I forget if you had to repeat the question, 

79  but you at least had to say the FULL answer,  

80  like every single word,  

81 Rachel: Mm.  

82 Lily: or you got it wrong. <breathes in> 

83  Um . and so,  

84  sometime in third grade,  

85  I went home and told my mother  

86  how <laughing> stupid Catechism was.> 
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87  Because- it’s like,  

88  I mean I showed her the- you know,  

89  of course she KNEW the Baltimore Catechism,  

90  and I showed her the book,  

91  and said, “They just make us memorize this. 

92  And like [say it back] to them in class.” 

93 Polly:                [(              )] 

94 Lily: “They don’t ever talk to us about what this means,  

95  <indignantly> they just make us memorize this.”> 

96  <breathes in> 

97  And . she said, “You’re right,  

98  you don’t have to go.” 

99 Polly: WO:W.  

100 Lily:  And so:,  

101  I didn’t really go.  

102  I think at the beginning of the year,  

103  I’d go to the first class or two 

104  to see if like, “Is it any better?” 

105 Polly: Mhm.  

106 Lily: So I went for a couple classes in fourth grade,  

107  and I came home and said,  

108  “She’s doing the same thing.” 

109 Polly: Wow.  

110 Lily: She said, “Okay you don’t have to go.” 

111  So they would send people out to the-  

112  from the church. 

113 Polly: [To your house?        ] 

114 Lily: [(Now my parents—)] 

115   Yeah to your house.  

116 Polly: Oh gosh.  

117 Lily: <smile voice> My mom called them the Fishers.> 

118  Um.  

119  <laughing> “The Fishers are coming tonight.”> 

120 Polly: Oh my gosh. 

121 Lily: [Um . and,] 

122 Rachel: [Was that  ] their last name,  

123  or is it just because they wanted— 

124 Lily: No.  

125 Ally: [They were tryna like,] 

126 Lily: [They were fishing— ] 

127 Ally: [[hook you (and bring)]] you back in. 

128 Lily: [[They were fishing— ]]                  

129  Yes.  

130 Ally: O:kay.  
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131 Lily: They were fishing for,  

132 Polly: [WO:W ] 

133 Lily: [missing] children <wry, short laugh> 

134 Polly: [<laughing>] 

135 Ally: [<laughing>] 

136 Rachel:  <laughing> That’s odd.> 

137 Ally: Creepy and cult-y. <laughs> 

138 Rachel: YE:AH.  

139  <laughing> (Really that’s—>) 

140 Lily: So.  

141  My mother would just say,  

142  “You know,  

143  you don’t- you don’t have to come down . stairs.” 

144  U::m,  

145              And [you know—              ] 

146 Ally: <whispers> [“Just hide upstairs.”>]  

147  “Don’t let the Fisher’s get you.” <laughs> 

148 All: <extended laughter> 

149 Lily: She said, “I’ll talk to them, 

150  I’ll handle it,  

151  you don’t have to come down.” 

152  Although she said,  

153  “They MIGHT ask to talk to you . so, 

154  then I’ll ask you to come down.  

155  And you can talk to them,  

156  but you just tell them whatever,  

157  you know . tell them the truth and,  

158  don’t worry about it.” 

159  And . u:m .. so,  

160  I think I DO remember, 

161  on one of the visits  

162  I was asked to come down.  

163  I can’t remember what they ASKed me,  

164  but I just followed . what she said,  

165  and then they told me I could leave and,  

166 Polly: Wow.  

167 Lily: and I- <breathes in>, 

168  so in FIFTH grade,  

169  which is when we got confirmed,  

170 Polly: [Oh we got—               ] 

171 Lily: [(When I was going—)] 

172 Polly: We were (EIGHTH).  

173 Lily: I know you- 

174  they changed the rules after [that.      ]  
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175 Polly:                                              [YE:AH.]  

176  [<quietly> (I think the year before.>)] 

177 Lily: [So fifth grade was supposed             ] to be Confirmation.  

178  A:::nd I did the same thing.  

179  I went a couple days,  

180  to a couple classes, 

181  and I thought, “E:h still stupid.” 

182  U::m.  

183 Ally: ((to herself)) <laughing>[ “Still stupid.”>]  

184 Lily:                                         [Now the other- ]  

185  the other excuse I had, 

186  I was kinda . pretty sickly in third → 

187  fourth and fifth grade. 

188  Especially fourth grade.  

189  So some of the time,  

190  I truly was sick [and,   ] 

191 Ally:                          [Ye:ah.] 

192 Lily: couldn’t have gone.  

193  So my- my mother probably told them that too.  

194 Polly: Mm.  

195 Lily: <breathes in> Um.  

196  A:nd . s:o,   

197  in fifth grade it started-  

198  ConfirMATion time started to approach.  

199  A::nd, 

200  I hadn’t been going to Catechism.  

201 Polly: Mm. 

202 Lily: So I wasn’t going to be able to be confirmed.  

203  So my mom went down  

204  and talked to th:e . nuns and the priests,  

205  and said, “U::m.  

206  Well . you know,  

207  I understand you make them, 

208  know the whole CATechism.  

209  So if she passes the catechism test,  

210  can she be confirmed.” 

211  And they- and I guess she pulled out the, 

212  “You know she’s been kinda sick.” 

213  And la da da card.  

214  <breathes in> But . so, 

215  “If she passes the catechism test,  

216  can she be confirmed?” 

217  And they said, “Well, 

218  only if she does REALLY well on it.” 
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219 Polly: A:h [ge::ez.     ] 

220 Lily:        [“SH:E-    ] 

221  she has to get—”  

222 Polly: It’s Lily, 

223  [of course she’s gonna do well.] 

224 Lily: [“She has to get an A::              ] on the catechism test.” 

225 Polly: <quietly clears throat> 

226 Lily: <incredulously> I can memorize things.>  

227 Polly: [Mhm.] 

228 Ally: [Yeah!] 

229 Lily: I didn’t WANT to these whole years,  

230  but I can memorize things. 

231  <matter of fact manner> So I got a hundred → 

232  on the catechism [test.>     ] 

233 Polly:                             [WO::W.] 

234 Lily: And then they confirmed me.  

235 Ally: Nice. 

236 Polly: That’s amazing.  

237  <smile voice> That’s great. 

238  You were lucky.> 

239 Lily: <quiet laugh> 

240 Rachel: <short, punctuated laugh> 

241 Polly: I can remember Ann and I,  

242  we’d go to Catechism together.  

243  And one day it was raining,  

244  and we were . going home,  

245  <quickly> and we would always like,> 

246  skip a:nd jump a:nd you know, 

247  we didn’t just WALK-  

248  we weren’t just . little kids that WALKED.  

249  Um but it was raining,  

250  and we didn’t have-  

251  I don’t think we had umbrellas,  

252  so we put BAGS over us.  

253  And Ann’s like, “You know, 

254  we could kill ourselves → 

255  by putting bags over our head.” 

256  But . we didn’t TIGHTen them → 

257  <laughing> or anything.> 

258 Lily: Did you have them over your face?=  

259 Polly: =Yeah.  

260 Lily: Oh my gosh. 

261 Polly:     Yeah . [(we put a bag over us.)] 

262 Ally: <loudly> [How did you see?>     ]  
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263 Polly: It was a clear bag.  

264 Ally: O::h,  

265  okay.  

266 Polly: Do you remember those . u:m umbrellas, 

267  that were like, 

268 Lily: Mhm! 

269 Polly: bulbs. 

270 Ally: Yeah. 

271 Lily: And they were clear.  

272 Ally: [Yeah.] 

273 Polly: [Yeah ] they were clear.  

274  I think we eventually got one of those.  

275 Lily: I thought those were- were— 

276  I LIKed having that [because,] 

277 Polly:                                  [Oh I did] too.  

278 Lily: Yeah! 

279  Because you- you could see, 

280  but you didn’t get WET.= 

281 Polly: =Yea::h.  

282 Rachel:  Those are better than . TODAY’s umbrellas, 

283  it sounds like. <quiet, short laugh> 

284 Polly:  I have one of those,  

285  GIANT GIANT umbrellas.  

286  Which is,  

287  kinda hard walking when you’ve got, 

288  a cane in <laughing> one hand>,  

289 Rachel: Mhm. 

290 Polly: and your BACKpack and PURse,  

291  and trying to hold a- an umbrella.  

292 Lily: Yeah,  

293  I- I hate walking— 

294  if I have to carry stuff on campus, 

295  I hate having an umbrella, 

296 Polly:                        [Mhm.           ] 

297 Lily: <trailing off> [having to use] an umbrella.> 

298 Polly: It’s hard. 

299 Lily: I TRY to get away with a hood 

300  as much as possible,  

301  but when it’s too heavy,  

302  you kinda have to .. give in.  

303  ((background noise)) 

304  And I discovered my raincoat is,  

305  it’s more like . the water <drawn out> resistant,>  

306  than it is,  
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307 Polly:  O::h.     

308 Lily: the truly like, 

309 Polly: Uh huh.  

310 Lily: [water proof. ] 

311 Ally: [Water proof.] 

312 Lily: So::.  

313  You know, 

314  it’s fine if you’re just walking → 

315  through a light rain [o:r,    ] 

316 Ally:                                 [Yeah.]  

317 Lily: you know,  

318  or a brief time in a heavier rain.  

319  But . if you’re out- 

320  if you’re walking like,  

321  for half an hour . in [a substantial rain, ] 

322 Ally:                                 [You’re really wet.] 

323 Lily: It’s like, “Okay. <laughs> 

324  This is just slowing down the <laughing> water.”> 

325 Polly: Ye::ah.  

326  I have a nice one.  

327  Marcus and I splurged on raincoats,  

328  long time ago.  

329  Um.  

330  But it was really good quality so,  

331  it still fits and . works.  

332  I like it.  

333 Lily: I like the raincoat I have,  

334  cause it’s also very lightweight,  

335 Polly: Mm.  

336 Lily: which is the other thing that— 

337  like I guess fully waterproof ones, 

338  often [don’t ] breathe very well. 

339 Polly:          [Yeah.]                         

340  Yeah.  

341 Lily: So, 

342  I usually … PREFER to wear the ones 

343  that aren’t .. quite as protective. 

344 Polly: [Yeah.   ]  

345 Lily: [But um,] 

346  ((static)) you pay for it in a heavy rain.  

347  ((short pause as someone wipes tablecloth)) 

348 Dustin: <quietly> I’ve just . gotten a bunch for free.>  

349                       [<quiet laugh>] 

350 Polly: <surprised> [RAINcoats?> ] 
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351  How [(come)?] 

352 Dustin:          [Yeah    ] from employers.  

353 Polly: Oh! 

354  Really?  

355 Dustin: Yeah.  

356  I got one when I worked for UK athLETics, 

357  as event staff.  

358  Because [we had to] stand outside for,  

359 Polly:                [Uh huh.  ] 

360 Dustin: you know,  

361  up to twelve hours sometimes in,   

362 Lily: <drawn out> [Oh my gosh!>] 

363 Polly:                       [(Oh yuck.)      ] 

364 Dustin:                       [November      ] . in the rain.  

365 Polly: [Oh my gosh.] 

366 Dustin: [So they         ] gave us REALLY heavy,  

367  like NIKE,  

368  multi-LAYered,  

369 Polly: Wow. 

370 Dustin: coats to,  

371 Lily: <in appreciation> Oh!> 

372 Dustin: stand up to, 

373 Ally: Nic::e.= 

374 Dustin: =winter rain.  

375 Ally: Do they say like,  

376  “EVENT staff” 

377  on them?  

378 Dustin: No,  

379  but they had like, 

380 Ally: Nice.=  

381 Dustin: =UK logo on them and stuff.  

382 Ally: Okay.  

383  But still,  

384  I’d wear that in public but,  

385  [I wouldn’t wanna       ] like,  

386 Lily: [(But you probably—)] 

387 Ally: [(go somewhere if it) said, “Event staff.”] 

388 Lily: [You probably got some kinda sign         ] to wear [right?]  

389 Ally:                                                                                  [Yeah.] 

390 Lily: [(That said, “Event staff.”)          ] 

391 Dustin: [Yeah we had lanyards and stuff.] 

392 Ally: Okay.  

393 Dustin: ((directed to Rachel)) (Which,)  

394  I brought that to wear to the game . tomorrow,  
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395  cause it’s very warm.  

396 Ally: <quietly> [Nice.>] 

397 Dustin: And then [when I] worked at the warehouse,  

398  I got another one that’s like,   

399  the kind that has TWO jackets built in one.  

400  And you can unzip them,  

401  to have a lightweight— 

402 Polly: M:::m.     

403 Ally: [Nic:::e.  ] 

404 Lily: [Oh those] are good.  

405 Dustin:  [(one.     )] 

406 Ally: [Those a::re-] those are awesome.  

407 Lily: [(                 )] 

408  I DID,  

409  when I was cleaning up that . basement closet,  

410  I found a whole mess of PONchos:: so, 

411 Polly: [<laughing> ] 

412 Lily: [I- I’m gonna] stick a poncho back in the- 

413  you know,  

414  we used to have them in the car all the time,  

415 Polly: Mhm.  

416 Lily: because of soccer games, 

417  [and what] not.   

418 Ally: [Yeah.     ] 

419 Lily: An:d,   

420  they ended up just getting into the storage closet.  

421  So . I’m gonna put a poncho or two,  

422  back in the car, 

423  for .. times that I get caught.  

424 Ally: They’re nice to have on hand.  

425 Polly: <clipped> [Yeah.>] 

426 Lily:                  [Yeah,  ] 

427  one of the times that I got,  

428  poured on poured on was,  

429  it was when we were at the Cape,  

430  the time that the refrigerator quit.  

431 Polly: <in commiseration> MM.>  

432 Lily: So a few years ago, 

433  I guess that happened.  

434 Polly:  Mhm? 

435 Lily: An::d .. the fridge just died.  

436  And um.  

437  Of course you- you can’t get . a friger- 

438  refrigerator just .. that DAY,  
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439  or- or overnight [anyway.] 

440 Ally:                           [You can] pay for it [but     ] <laughs> 

441 Lily:                                                            [We:ll,] 

442  yes you can pay for it,  

443  [but you’re not gonna SEE it,] 

444 Ally: [It’s not gonna get delivered. ] 

445  [Yes.    ] 

446 Lily: [at your] house.  

447  Um . so <sighs>, 

448  I think what we had decided to do was,  

449  we were salvaging as much as possible by-  

450 Ally: (Yeah.) 

451 Lily: I DID have some COOLers— 

452 Ally: Yeah.  

453 Lily: <swallows> there,  

454  And we were salvaging as much- as much as POSSible, 

455  by transferring everything to . coolers,  

456  but we only had like . you know,  

457  I- I- I don’t know if we had already lost → 

458  our ice by that point, 

459  or our icepacks or whatever. 

460 Ally: Okay.  

461 Lily: And, <sighs> 

462  so we went to: . the liquor store,   

463  to buy . ice,  

464  and to fill up our coolers . with our food.  

465  <whispers intently> It was pouring.>  

466 Polly: <creaky voice> O::::h [(fuck).>] 

467 Lily:                                     [(I mean)] the rain had started,  

468  and . so you know like,  

469  here we are at the back of our car,  

470  trying to [STAY UNDER,]  

471 Polly:                [O::h yeah.         ] 

472 Lily: the hatch as much as possible. 

473 Ally: [Get ice in the cooler.            ] 

474 Lily: [<breathes in> Rearrangi::ng] the food,  

475  [so we can] get ice into the coolers.  

476 Ally: [Yeah.      ] 

477 Lily: And u:m . what not,  

478  and I just remember like,  

479  Oh.  

480  I was wearing-  

481  (I) must’ve been wearing, 

482  some kind of sweatpants or something. 
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483 Polly: Oh no:.           

484 Lily: And I,  

485  <laughing> I said to Ralphie, “It’s like,  

486  it’s a good thing I have a coat on,  

487  because I think my pants are falling down.”> 

488  <laughs> 

489 Polly: <extended laughter> 

490  <laughing> O:h god.> 

491 Lily: Um so . you know,  

492  I’m sorta tryna, 

493  wiggle my PANTS back up and,  

494  under my coat,  

495  while we’re throwing ice and food . around,  

496  and what not.  

497  So that’s why we have the- 

498  the MINI refrigerator at the Cape now,  

499  that- cause what we WERE able to do,  

500  when we went to the store is,  

501  we could- you know,  

502  we could ORDer our one → 

503  that was going to be delivered in .. five-  

504  five to seven days, 

505 Ally: [Yeah.         ] 

506 Lily: [or whatever] it was. 

507  But . then they had, 

508 Ally: [mini ones that you could (just take home.)]  

509 Lily: [small ones that (                                  ) so.] 

510 Ally: Yeah . yeah.  

511 Lily: Yeah,  

512  (so it was),  

513  I don’t know,  

514  a few feet high.  

515  So put the <breathes in>,  

516  the most PERISHable stuff, 

517  that we were trying to save, 

518  [in that.] 

519 Ally: [Yeah.  ]  

520 Lily: Th:e- the sorta . LESSer . stuff,  

521  stayed in the coolers with ice.  

522  Um . ‘til we got the real fridge.  

523  But yeah,  

524  took a while to . dry off.  

525 Polly: (You know—) 

526 Lily: And then I threw the sweatpants away,  
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527  cause I <sharp laugh>,  

528  it’s like, “N::o,  

529  I don’t think I want pants 

530  that are going to fall down.” 

531  [(So.       )] 

532 Polly: [<laughs>] 

533  We came home from vacation one time,  

534 Ally: We were at the Cape.  

535 Polly: <loudly> Were we?> 

536  Okay.  

537  Marcus went in the house,  

538  comes running out,  

539  gagging.  

540 Lily: (You lost the—) 

541 Polly: The refrigerator died?  

542  Yeah.  

543  Like two- we were gone [for three weeks. ] 

544 Ally:                                         [We were gone—] 

545 Polly: So the frozen meat was cooked.  

546  It was so [(odd)].  

547 Rachel:                [O:::h.] 

548 Polly: It was disgusting.  

549  Marcus couldn’t handle smells.  

550 Ally: [No:::.   ] 

551 Polly: [Like he] couldn’t change → 

552  dirty diapers or anything,  

553  [(     )] 

554 Ally: [He’d] just GA:G.  

555 Polly: Yep.  

556 Ally: He was not good at that stuff.  

557 Polly: [(     )] 

558 Lily: [Well] and that’s the one thing, 

559  that’s really weird about the fridges when they- 

560  if the:y go out in a certain way,  

561  like this- the one at the Cape just . PURELY died. 

562 Ally: Yeah.  

563 Lily: So it was just-  

564  it was not gonna GENerate, 

565  any energy . [of any] sort. 

566 Polly:                      [Yeah.]  

567 Lily: But I know-  

568  I don’t know if this is what happened with yours but,  

569  my PARents . u:::m,  

570  when I was in college,  



109 

 

571  bought a new fridge. 

572  An::d you know,  

573  the people came and installed it and what not.  

574  Well it . operated but it didn’t COOl.  

575 Polly: O:hh.  

576 Lily: So it literally did .. <quietly> cook—> 

577 Ally: [That’s-]                                     

578 Polly: [Yea::h,] 

579  that’s [what happened to ou:rs.]  

580 Ally:           [what happened to ou:rs.]  

581  Yeah. 

582 Lily: So:: it’s [not like it’s-                ] 

583 Polly:              [It was blowing hot air.] 

584 Lily: it’s not like it stop-  

585  it’s better if it just, 

586  <smile voice> flat stops [working.>] 

587 Polly:                                        [Yes.         ] 

588 Ally: Yeah.        

589 Polly: Yes.  

590 Lily: If it operates,  

591  but just loses the . [cooling] 

592 Ally:                               [It just   ] <drawn out> slowly> 

593  cooked every[thing.    ] 

594 Lily:                      [Yeah it-] 

595  It’s just like,  

596  we had a:: FRIDGE full of rotten food,  

597 Polly: Yep. 

598 Lily: and meat that was disgusting and so forth. 

599  And- and I think <guffaws>, 

600  I think the next day,  

601  my Dad had to go to work. 

602  And so::,  

603  I don’t know if he came and told us,  

604  or we came- if we came downstairs → 

605  before he left for work,  

606  And . he said, “Oh by the way,” 

607  <laughs> 

608  And told us,  

609 Polly: “The refrigerator’s out?” 

610 Lily: what had happened with the fridge. 

611 Polly: Oh gosh.  

612 Lily: He said, “I unplugged it,  

613  but . I think it’s a mess in there.” 

614  [<laughs>] 



110 

 

615 Ally: [<laughs>] 

616 Lily: And then he went to work.  

617 Polly: O:::H. 

618 Ally: “Have fun.” 

619 Polly: [“Thanks Da::d.”] 

620 Lily: [<laughing>       ] 

621  So: my mom and I we:re, 

622  and- and— 

623  SOMEbody called I guess the- 

624  I doubt it was my dad, 

625  my mom probably called the appliance place and,  

626  they said, “Well you know,  

627  if you write down everything  

628  that was in the refr- your fridge,  

629  we’ll- we’ll pay you for it. 

630  We’ll- we’ll give . you know, 

631  replacement for the food.” 

632 Rachel: ((unrelated to Lily’s story)) [That’s super cute.] 

633 Polly:               <in astonishment> [You’re kidding.> ] 

634 Ally: [O::h.       ] 

635 Lily:  [<laughs>] It’s like,  

636  we really just wanted to throw  

637  all of this [stuff in a     ] garbage bag. 

638 Ally:                 [Just pitch it.] 

639  Ye::ah.  

640 Lily: <laughing> It’s like,  

641  my mom has me there with a pad> → 

642  writing down like,  

643  “Four pounds of,  

644  blah blah blah.” 

645 Polly: Oh my gosh::. 

646 Lily: Um so, 

647  we came up with this whole . list.  

648  And then <intense whisper> for some reason—> 

649  now this would be . a crazy thing too,  

650  knowing what I know now.  

651  But my mom . decided we could,  

652  put a lot of the food down the dispose-all,  

653 Rachel:  Oh go::d.  

654 Polly: O:::h. 

655 Lily: and grind it up! 

656 Polly: <lamenting> No:::>  

657 Ally: No.  

658 Polly: <lamenting> No:::. why:::?> 
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659 Lily: Yeah.  

660  [I mean—] 

661 Ally: [No.         ]  

662  Just trash bag and to the curb.  

663 Polly: [O:::h.      ]                                             

664 Kara: [<laughs>] 

665 Ally: Get it out of [the house].  

666 Lily:                     [And I .    ] know that <laughing> now.> 

667 Polly: <laughs> 

668  [O::h.         ] 

669 Ally: [No amount] of lemon’s → 

670  gonna save [THAT.  ] 

671 Lily:                    [Well but] at that point,  

672  you know . I:::’m  probably about twenty,  

673  [and it’s her house.            ] 

674 Polly: [Just going, “Okay Mom.”] 

675 Lily:  But I- you know,  

676  I do remember before the → 

677  dispose-all then of course died.  

678  As well.  

679 Polly: [<laughing>                             ] 

680 Ally: [<laughs> Sounds about right.] 

681 Kara: <laughing>  

682 Ally: <intense, punctuated laughter> 

683 Rachel: <smile voice> Did your dad come home,  

684  and just go> <gagging noise>? <laughs> 

685 Lily: WELL, 

686  at least when he came home,  

687  it was all GONE.  

688  So he didn’t have that much to complain about. 

689  Except for- for a broken dispose-all.  

690  Um.  

691  But.  

692  But I think th- those machines  

693  were tougher back then though too.  

694  So you actually DID think, 

695 Ally: <quietly> Yeah.>  

696 Lily: you could get away with it.  

697  But,  

698  of course NOW you read all those articles like, 

699  “Nah it’s really just for residue.  

700  You don’t wanna thROW real things [down it].”  

701 Ally:                                                             [Yeah!  ] 

702 Polly: Yeah.  
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703 Ally: It’s just for whatever comes off → 

704  my [plates] and dishes . like.  

705 Lily:       [Mhm.] 

706  Yeah exactly.  

707  So that . you know,  

708  your pipes don’t clog.  

709 Ally: [Yeah.     ] 

710 Lily: [So if you] throw all that stuff down it,  

711  your pipes are gonna [clog.   ] 

712 Polly:                                    [Ye::ah.] 

713 Rachel: <laughs> 

714 Polly: Yu:ck.  

715 Lily: ((static in background)) 

716  So can you imagine, 

717  my mother and I like, 

718  standing over a sink, 

719  throwing chunks of meat,  

720 Polly: <in disgust> N:o.>  

721 Lily: <laughing> down this—> 

722 Rachel:          That’s [disgusting.  ] 

723 Ally: <laughing> [That’s really] bad.> 

724 Polly: Why does the house smell,  

725  two months later?  

726 Rachel: [<laughing>] 

727 Kara: [<laughing>] 

728 Polly: <lamenting> O::h.> 

729 Ally: Well I was-  

730  I remember that we had been at the Cape,  

731  because I didn’t come HOME with you.  

732 Polly: <in understanding> A::h.>  

733 Ally: And I was so glad that I → 

734  missed out on that whole thing.  

735 Polly: Yeah I got [(Dad through it all)]. 

736 Ally:                   [Cause when I came] home,  

737  I must’ve like flown back later or something,  

738  or . came back with you guys,  

739  and then you guys picked [me up  ] or something, 

740 Polly:                            <quietly> [Mhm.>] 

741 Ally: bu:::t.  

742  But I remember like,  

743  going out in the garage,  

744  and smelling the fridge like weeks later,  

745  and being like, “Oh my god! 

746  [The whole] house smelled like [this?”    ] 
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747 Polly: [Frank—   ]                                [Oh yeah.] 

748 Ally: It sat in our garage for [YEARS].  

749 Polly:                                      [No,       ] Franklin took it.= 

750 Ally: =Yeah.  

751  After YE:::ARS.         

752 Polly: You’re kidding. 

753 Ally: No:.  

754  We had Arm & Hammer in there for years.  

755  We’d use it as that like spare drink fridge, 

756  or whatever.  

757 Polly: O:h.  

758  [I didn’t—] 

759 Ally: [You know] like,  

760  [have a case of—].  

761 Polly: [That’s not how I] remember it.  

762 Ally: Oh yeah.  

763  No i::t stay::ed— 

764 Lily: Is there still ice cream in that?  

765  [I just realized—] 

766 Rachel: [U:m b- i:::t .      ] might be melted, 

767  but there’s a LITtle bit.   

768 Kara: <short, quiet laugh> 

769 Ally: Cause [we were in Fort Wayne.]  

770 Lily:            [Well if it’s melting,       ] 

771  then I’ll [(eat it) before it’s totally melted.        ] 

772 Ally:               [(And we were moving to Zionsville),] 

773  and then he took it.  

774 Polly: Oh ok::ay. 

775 Ally: Or he took it WHEN we moved to Zionsville, 

776  or something but— 

777 Polly: Because we got it repaired.  

778 Ally: Yeah.  

779  But it still smelled so bad  

780  that we just used it as like,  

781  the overflow fridge in the garage. 

782 Rachel: ((saying something to Kara in background)) 

783 Ally: And then he took it,  

784  and he still has it.  

785 Polly: (     ) 

786 Ally: Yeah.  
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