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A B S T R A C T

This article is triggered by an analytic puzzle. In about half of a corpus of
Korean telephone openings, callers produce a second summons, yeposeyyo,
in the second turn of the opening sequence. The analysis unravels the inter-
actional and organizational contingencies involved in the construction of
the caller’s second summons. It shows that the second summons operates as
a vehicle for inviting recognition, and that the answerers overlay their work
of recognition onto their talk in the third turn. In this way, the parties con-
front, work through, and display their underlying orientation to the organi-
zational problem of establishing each other’s identity in dealing with the
second summons0answer sequence. (Conversation analysis, Korean, sum-
mons, telephone conversation, openings.)*

I N T R O D U C T I O N

This article arises out of a puzzle about the caller’s production of a summons,
yeposeyyo, in the second turn of Korean telephone conversation openings. This
“second summons” occurs in 50% of a corpus of such openings. Although Ko-
rean interactants do not have problems in accomplishing telephone openings with
the caller’s summons in the second turn, it resists an easy analytic characteriza-
tion, even by a native speaker of Korean. Below is an example (here, as else-
where, “A” indicates the answerer and “C” the caller):

(1) [Dinner]

0 ((2 rings))
1 A: yeposeyyo::¿

hello
‘Hello::¿’

2 C:r yeposeyyo:¿
hello
‘Hello:¿’

3 (.)
4 A: ney::?�

yes:HON
‘Yes::?5’
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5 C: �ey samonim ce (( first name))-n[tey-yo¿
yes:HON ma’am I:HUM CIRCUM-DEF
‘[] 5Yes ma’am it’s ((first name))¿’

6 A: [a ku[lay:
DM be.so:IE

‘[] Oh yes:’
7 C: [ yey annyenghaseyyo¿�

yes:HON hi:DEF
‘[] Yes hi¿5’

8 A: �uu:[ng::
yes

‘[] 5Y:es::’
9 C: [®hhh a- nayil ce- cenyek kathi::-

DM tomorrow dinner together
‘[] ®hhh Uh- tomorrow (are we having) dinner together::-’

10 A: e:: kulem kulem
yes indeed indeed
‘Yes:: of course of course’

Yeposeyyo is used either as a summons (for example, when one enters an empty
shop) or as a response when answering a ringing telephone. Although it is trans-
lated ‘hello’ in English, yeposeyyo cannot be used as a greeting in Korean. The
call above opens with a summons0answer sequence at lines 0–1 (see Schegloff
1968). To the “ringing phone” summons of the caller (line 0), the answerer re-
sponds with yeposeyyo::¿ ‘hello:: ¿’ (line 1). With this summons0answer se-
quence, the parties confirm the openness of a channel of communication and
establish their availability to talk (Schegloff 1968, 1986). At lines 2– 4, a second
summons0answer sequence occurs. The caller produces a second summons with
yeposeyyo:¿ ‘hello: ¿’ in the second turn (line 2). The answerer answers the
caller’s second summons with ney::? ‘yes::?’ in the third turn (line 4). After this
second summons0answer sequence (lines 2– 4), the parties proceed to an
identification0recognition sequence at lines 5– 6 (Schegloff 1979, 1986). The
caller evidences recognition of the answerer and identifies herself using her first
name (line 5), and the answerer produces an acknowledgment0confirmation in
overlap (line 6). At lines 7–8 the parties move to a greeting sequence (Schegloff
1986). The caller initiates a greeting in overlap with the answerer’s prior turn
(line 7), and the answerer acknowledges the greeting (line 8). At line 9 the caller
launches a reason-for-the-call sequence.

The caller’s production of a second summons in the second turn (line 2) poses
a puzzle with regard to “non-repeatability” of summons0answer sequences (Sche-
gloff 1968). Why does the caller initiate a second summons0answer sequence
once the availability of the other party has been established? That is, why does
the caller produce a second summons in the second turn after being given an
answer to the ringing summons in the first turn? Or, alternatively, does the caller
indeed do summoning when initiating a second summons0answer sequence? And
does the answerer accomplish answering the summons in (re-)establishment of
availability to talk? In particular, do the parties orient to the second summons0
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answer sequence as being involved in establishing availability to talk, and de-
velop subsequent trajectories of their talk as such?

These puzzles are directed to the organizational and interactional contingen-
cies involved in the second summons0answer sequence, but they also concern
findings in the contemporary literature on telephone conversation openings.
Research on telephone conversation openings has been initiated and devel-
oped by Schegloff (1967, 1968, 1979, 1986). Based on recordings of actual Amer-
ican telephone conversations, Schegloff has examined a sequential structure of
conversational openings. Openings are organized into four core sequences –
summons0answer sequences, identification0recognition sequences, greeting se-
quences, and how-are-you sequences – and each of these sequences is addressed
to at least one organizational issue for the conversation being opened. In his
analyses, Schegloff stresses that these sequences do not constitute a fixed tem-
plate of telephone openings but are achieved by the parties on a moment-by-
moment basis.

Schegloff ’s work has provided impetus for investigation of telephone conver-
sation openings in cross-cultural contexts. Based on recordings of actual tele-
phone conversations, researchers have examined cultural differences within a
general framework of structural similarities of telephone openings across cul-
tures. For example, in her study on Dutch telephone openings, Houtkoop-Steenstra
1991 analyzes the operation of a preference for self-identification. In contrast to
American telephone openings, Dutch callers and answerers both prefer to self-
identify by name. Houtkoop-Steenstra suggests that it shows a different way of
solving the same problem of opening a telephone conversation. Similarly, in a
study of identification and recognition in Swedish telephone openings, Lind-
ström 1994 finds that the Swedish preference lies between the American prefer-
ence for other-recognition and the Dutch preference for self-identification. On
the one hand, Swedish answerers overwhelmingly self-identify by name. On the
other hand, Swedish callers deploy resources that invite recognition as Ameri-
can callers do, but the Swedes do so more frequently in conversations with im-
mediate family than with acquaintances. Through the analysis of telephone
openings in these three different cultures, Lindström concludes that interactants
orient to the same issues and sequential structures, although the ways in which
they do so are culturally variable. Finally, in their studies of telephone openings
in English, French, Arabic, and Taiwan, Hopper and his students amplify the
findings on structural similarities of telephone conversation openings (Hopper
& Koleilat-Doany 1989, Hopper, Doany, Johnson & Drummond 1991, Hopper
& Chen 1996). While explaining cross-cultural differences as locally occasioned
variations accomplished by the parties, Hopper and his students conclude that
telephone openings have the same organizational and sequential structure across
cultures.

This maturing body of literature on telephone conversation openings in cross-
cultural contexts (cf. Luke & Pavlidou 2002), however, does not provide a ready
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answer to the puzzle about the caller’s production of a second summons in Ko-
rean telephone conversation openings. Rather, the literature suggests that the
second summons is a pattern that is particular to Koreans.

In this essay I examine the caller’s production of a summons in the second
turn of Korean telephone conversation openings. I start with a brief overview of
and a preliminary observation on these openings. Then I analyze what the par-
ties orient to and accomplish in working through the caller’s second summons in
the second turn. In so doing, I show the role of the second summons0answer
sequence in the subsequent development of the opening. I conclude by describ-
ing how the analysis relates to past research on telephone openings in other cul-
tural contexts.

D A T A A N D M E T H O D O L O G Y

This article is based on 70 ordinary Korean telephone calls audio-recorded in
2003. They were collected at two private residences in Seoul, South Korea, and
at five in Los Angeles, California. I transcribed and analyzed the data by employ-
ing the methodology of conversation analysis (Sacks, Schegloff, & Jefferson 1974,
Heritage 1984b). All names are coded in double parentheses – for example ((first
name)), ((last name)), or ((full name)) as given by the speaker (Korean names
consist of last name followed by first name).

The data transcripts have three lines. The italicized top line shows Korean
romanized according to the Yale system, representing actual sounds rather than
standard orthography. The second line displays a literal English translation of
each word with a morpheme-by-morpheme gloss. The classification and abbre-
viation of grammatical morphemes follow Lee 1991 with slight modifications
(see Appendix). The third line, or the full turn, provides an idiomatic English
translation and is in boldface. Brackets [ ] at the beginning of the third line or the
full turn indicate an overlap at that turn. Readers are referred to the top line for
the exact place where the overlap occurs.

A N A L Y S I S

I will begin with an overview of and preliminary observation on the organization
of Korean telephone conversation openings, then I will analyze the caller’s pro-
duction of a second summons. The analysis is addressed to three problems:

(i) What is it that a caller accomplishes by producing a second summons in
the second turn?

(ii) What is it that an answerer orients to in responding to the caller’s second
summons?

(iii) What is it that the parties accomplish in the development of the trajecto-
ries of that particular opening with a second summons0answer sequence
in the second and third turns?
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Through the detailed analysis of these three issues, I investigate the organiza-
tional and interactional contingencies the parties confront and work through in
dealing with the second summons0answer sequence.

Overview: Preliminary observations

Korean telephone conversation openings are occupied with three main generic
issues common to such openings generally: establishing the availability of the
parties to talk, establishing the identity of the parties, and establishing topic
priority, in that order (Schegloff 1968, 1979, 1986, 2002). The issue of estab-
lishing the availability of the parties to talk is worked through with a summons0
answer sequence (Schegloff 1968, 1986). To the “ringing phone” summons of
a caller, an answerer responds with yeposeyyo ‘hello,’ and establishes the open-
ness of a channel of communication and the availability to talk (lines 0–1 in
ex. 1). With the answer of yeposeyyo in the first turn, answerers do not set
relevant topics, conversation types, or legitimate identifications for callers (Sche-
gloff 1967).1

After their availability to talk is established, parties work through the issue of
establishing each other’s identity (Schegloff 1979, 1986). They employ a se-
quence directed to identification0recognition, and acknowledge, confirm, and0or
reciprocate the relevant identity0identities (cf. lines 5– 6 in ex. 1).

Once the identity of each party is established, they deal with the issue of
establishing topic priority (Schegloff 1986). They do so by addressing each other’s
current state of being and give an opportunity for the other party to “make some
current state of being as a matter of joint priority concern” (Schegloff 1986:118).
Parties usually produce an inquiry such as “Are you well?” or “Have you been
well?,” in which case a “yes” answer does not pursue the talk along those lines,
whereas a “no” answer (potentially) engenders a sequence expansion and thus
gets topic priority (cf. Sacks 1975, Schegloff 1986). Sometimes parties produce
an open-ended inquiry such as “How are you?” or “How have you been?,” in
which case a “neutral” response is closure-relevant and a “negative” response
opens the opportunity to pursue talk on that particular topic (Sacks 1975, Jeffer-
son 1980, Schegloff 1986). My data set does not contain an instance of a “posi-
tive” response. Following Schegloff 1986, I refer to the sequences initiated by
the parties’ inquiries addressing one another’s current state of being as a “how-
are-you” sequence.2,3

Example (2) illustrates a construction of these three issues in an actual tele-
phone conversation opening:

(2) [Toenail]

0 ((2 rings))
1 A: yeposeyyo::¿

hello
‘Hello::¿’

2 (.)
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3 C: e: � emma-ya:?
yes mom-VOC
‘Yes:5mom:?’

4 (.)
5 A: e:: (( first name))-kwuna::

yes UNASSIM
‘Yes:: ((first name))::’

6 C: ung::�
yes
‘Yes::5’

7 A: �e:::
yes
‘5Yes:::’

8 (.)
9 C?: ®hh

10 A: cal[:- cinay-ss-ni::?
well live-ANT-INTERR
‘[] Have you been well::?’

11 C: [ceki-
DM

‘[] Well-’
12 C: ung:�emma-twu cal iss-ess-e?

yes mom-ADD well be-ANT-IE
‘Yes:5have you been well too?’

13 A: e::: e. � ne mwe hakkyo-ey- sicakhay.ss-ni?
yes yes you what school-LOC start:ANT-INTERR
‘Yes::: yes.5is there anything at school- has it started?’

The call opens with a summons0answer sequence (lines 0–1). The party called
answers the “ringing phone” summons (line 0) with yeposeyyo::¿ ‘hello:: ¿’
(line 1) and establishes availability to talk (Schegloff 1968). At lines 3 and 5,
the parties establish each other’s identity. At line 3 the caller acknowledges the
answerer’s answer with e: ‘yes:,’ and produces a term that identifies the answerer,
emma ‘mom’. At line 5 the answerer produces a confirmation0acknowledgment
of the caller’s recognition, e:: ‘yes::,’ and evidences recognition of the caller
(Schegloff 1979). The caller acknowledges0confirms the answerer’s recogni-
tion at line 6; and the answerer acknowledges that at line 7. At lines 10–13, the
parties deal with the issue of establishing topic priority (Schegloff 1986). The
answerer addresses the caller’s current state of being with a yes0no “how-are-
you” inquiry (line 10). At line 12 the caller produces a closure-relevant ‘yes’
answer and reciprocates the inquiry. At line 13 the answerer follows her closure-
relevant ‘yes’ answer with a specific version of a follow-up, a recipient-
designed “how-are-you” inquiry.

Openings can be, and are, foreshortened in a number of calls. Often callers
move to foreshorten the opening by using a particle, ntey, in constructing self-
identification. Ntey in Korean is mainly used to project an action to be followed
in the next turn (Park 1997). When callers deploy ntey in constructing self-
identification in telephone openings in particular, they project a reason for the
call or a “switchboard” request in the next turn (Park 1997, 2002).Thus, they
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move to advancing the opening past the issue of establishing topic priority. Ex-
amples (3– 4) illustrate this:

(3) [Orange]

0 ((ring))
1 A: yeposeyyo::¿

hello
‘Hello::¿’

2 (.)
3 C:r ung emma-ntey:,�

yes mom-CIRCUM
‘Yes it’s mom (and):,5’

4 A: �ung
yes

‘5Yes’
5 (0.4)
6 C:r cip-ey siemeni kyeysi-nka:¿

home-LOC mother.in.law exist:HON-DUB
‘Is your mother-in-law at home:¿’

At line 3, the caller initiates an identification0recognition sequence by producing
an acknowledgment of the answer (line 1) with ung ‘yes’ and self-identification
with emma ‘mom.’ In constructing her self-identification, the caller deploys ntey,
translated ‘and’ in English, and projects an action of delivering a reason for the
call or a switchboard request (Park 1997, 2002).Thus, the caller projects a fore-
shortened opening without a sequence directed to the issue of establishing topic
priority. At line 4, the answerer acknowledges the caller’s self-identification and
allows the caller to move on by not producing any further talk. Indeed, the caller
proceeds to launch a reason-for-the-call sequence at line 6.

Example (4) exhibits a similar pattern. Here the caller launches a switchboard
request in the turn next to his self-identification constructed with ntey:

(4) [CFA]

0 ((3 rings))
1 A: yeposeyyo¿

hello
‘Hello¿’

2 C:r yey: annyenghaseyyo ce (( first name))-ntey-yo:?
yes:HON hi:DEF I:HUM CIRCUM-DEF
‘Yes: hi this is ((first name)) (and):?’

3 A: ung[:
yes
‘[] Yes:’

4 C:r [(( first name)) iss-na-yo:¿
exist-NCOMM-DEF

‘[] Is ((first name)) there:¿’
5 A: kulay: camkkan-[man:

be.so a.moment-only
‘[] Yes: just a moment:’

6 C: [ yey:¿
yes:HON

‘[] Yes:¿’
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At line 2, the caller produces an acknowledgment of the answerer’s answer
with yey: ‘yes:’. Then he produces a greeting and self-identification in the same
turn (line 2). In producing the self-identification, he employs a particle, ntey,
and projects a main action to be followed in the next turn (Park 1997, 2002).
At line 3, the answerer not only acknowledges the caller’s self-identification
but also invites the caller to move on to the projected action by not producing
any further talk. In overlap with the answerer’s acknowledgement (line 3), the
caller proceeds to launch a switchboard request (line 4). Thus, the caller advances
the opening past the issue of establishing topic priority by constructing self-
identification with the particle ntey.

Three observations on Korean telephone conversation openings are in point.
First, the second turn is composed of an acknowledgment of ‘yes’ and a term of
identification, either of answerer (line 3 in ex. 2) or of caller (line 3 in ex. 3; line 2
in ex. 4). The caller’s production of ‘yes’ serves to acknowledge the answerer’s
answer as the right destination intended, as inferred from the voice of the answerer.
The acknowledgment of ‘yes’ does not usually occur as a single component but
rather seems to serve as a preface to an upcoming term of identification in the
same turn (cf. Zimmerman 1984). Thus, the second turn is mainly directed to con-
structing self-identification and0or displaying recognition of answerer.

Second, the third turn begins with an acknowledging or confirming ‘yes’ and
can be composed of ‘yes’ alone. Answerers may produce ‘yes’ and a term that
identifies the caller, as in line 5 of (2). Or they may produce ‘yes’ alone, as in
line 4 of (3) and line 3 of (4): Although the production of a single ‘yes’ is also
oriented to the caller’s use of ntey in the self-identification in these examples,
the caller treats the answerer’s ‘yes’ as an adequate display of acknowledgment
of the identification by moving on to the next sequence.4 Thus, when callers
produce a term of identification and initiate an identification0recognition se-
quence, answerers may respond with an acknowledgement0confirmation.

Finally, greeting sequences rarely occur.5 When a greeting occurs, it is usu-
ally constructed before the caller’s self-identification and is not produced to be
possibly complete. For example, at line 2 of (4), the caller produces a greeting
but follows it with self-identification in the same turn. By producing it to be
non-possibly complete, the caller does not construct the greeting as sequentially
implicative for the next turn (Sacks et al. 1974). Indeed, the answerer does not
return the greeting. Thus, when working through telephone openings, the parties
do not canonically construct greeting sequences.

The canonical organization of Korean telephone conversation openings with
these three observations is summarized below:

(5) ((Turn 0)) Summons
A: ((Turn 1)) Answer
C: ((Turn 2)) (Acknowledgement with ‘yes’ �) a term of identification
A: ((Turn 3)) Acknowledgement0confirmation with ‘yes’ (� a term of identification)
C: ((Turn 4)) “How-are-you” inquiry or reason for the call
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A second summons: Yeposeyyo in the second turn

I briefly revisit example (1), which triggered the puzzle about the caller’s second
summons. I reconsider it in terms of the preliminary observations summarized in
(5) above. The example is reproduced in (6):

(6) [Dinner]

0 ((2 rings))
1 A: yeposeyyo::¿

hello
‘Hello::¿’

2 C:r yeposeyyo:¿
hello
‘Hello:¿’

3 (.)
4 A: ney::?�

yes:HON
‘Yes::?5’

5 C: �ey samonim ce (( first name))-n[tey-yo¿
yes:HON ma’am I:HUM CIRCUM-DEF

‘[] 5Yes ma’am it’s ((first name)) (and)¿’
6 A: [a ku[lay:

DM be.so:IE
‘[] Oh yes:’

7 C: [ yey annyenghaseyyo¿�
yes:HON hi:DEF

‘[] Yes hi¿5’
8 A: � uu:[ng::

yes
‘[] 5Y:es::’

9 C: [®hhh a- nayil ce- cenyek kathi::-
DM tomorrow dinner together

‘[] ®hhh Uh- tomorrow (are we having) dinner together::-’
10 A: e:: kulem kulem

yes indeed indeed
‘Yes:: of course of course’

First, the caller does not produce a term of identification in the second turn
(line 2). Nor does she produce an acknowledgment with ‘yes’ and acknowl-
edge the answerer’s answer. Rather, she constructs the second turn with a sin-
gle component, yeposeyyo. Thus, she does not formulate any elements related
to the work of identification0recognition, except that she provides a voice sam-
ple. However, when initiating the identification0recognition sequence in the
fourth turn (line 5), the caller produces an acknowledgement with ey ‘yes,’
evidences recognition of the answerer, and identifies herself. Thus, the caller
constructs the fourth turn in a similar way to the second turn described in (5)
above.

Second, the answerer produces a ‘yes’ answer at the third turn (line 4). Rather
than redoing an answer to the summons, for example with yeposeyyo as in line 1,
she answers the second summons with ney::? ‘yes::?’. After the caller evidences
recognition of the answerer and identifies herself (line 5), the answerer acknowl-
edges that with a kulay: ‘oh yes:’ (line 6). Thus, the answerer constructs the
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second part of the identification0recognition sequence (the fifth turn) in a simi-
lar way to the third turn described in (5) above, although doing so with a differ-
ent linguistic item available in Korean.

Finally, a greeting sequence does occur (lines 7–8). When constructing the
self-identification (line 5), the caller employs ntey and projects a construction
of a reason for the call (Park 1997, 2002). Nonetheless, in overlap with the
answerer’s acknowledgment0confirmation (line 6), the caller initiates a greet-
ing sequence (line 7). At line 8 the answerer responds by acknowledging the
greeting, although she does not reciprocate with an equivalent term of greeting:
She seems to orient to the caller’s use of ntey and invites the caller to move on
to the projected action. At line 9, the caller advances the opening past the issue
of establishing topic priority and launches a reason-for-the-call sequence.

These preliminary observations raise further questions. On the one hand, the
identification0recognition sequence in the fourth and fifth turns (lines 5– 6) op-
erates and is constructed identically to the one in the second and third turns with-
out a second summons0answer sequence (see ex. 5). What do the parties orient
to and accomplish in working through the summons0answer sequence in the sec-
ond and third turns? On the other hand, even in the face of the caller’s projection
of a reason for the call with ntey (line 5), a greeting sequence does in fact occur
(lines 7–8). Is the construction of a greeting sequence related to the summons0
answer sequence in the second and third turns? What is the effect of the construc-
tion of the second summons0answer sequence on the subsequent trajectories of
the opening and0or the conversation being opened?

It is parties to the interaction that provide a key to these puzzles about the
caller’s production of a summons in the second turn. When answerers construct
talk other than an answer to the second summons, they reveal what they are
oriented to in working through the caller’s yeposeyyo in the second turn. First of
all, it is not a problem of establishing the availability to talk to which the parties
are oriented. Consider the following example:

(7) [You again]

0 ((ring not recorded))
1 A: yeposeyyo:¿

hello
‘Hello:¿’

2 C:r yeposeyyo:¿�
hello
‘Hello:¿5’

3 A:r �way(h) tto(h) ce(h)nhwa(h)ha(h)y.ss-e(h)
why again call:ANT-IE

‘5Why(h) di(h)d yo(h)u ca(h)ll(h) a(h)gai(h)n(h)’
4 C: hh tule.o-sye.ss-eyo?

come.in-HON:ANT-DEF
‘hh Has (he) got back?’

5 A: ani: an tule.wa.ss-e acik.�
no NEG come.in:ANT-IE yet
‘No: (he) hasn’t got back yet.5’
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6 C: �e: way tto hay.ss-nya-kwu-[ yo¿
yes why again do:ANT-INTERR-COMP-DEF
‘[] 5Yes: you asked why I called again¿’

7 A: [e.�
yes

‘[] Yes.5’
8 C: �ung: nay-ka- mwul-e po-lyekwu-yo

yes I-NOM ask-CONN try-PURP-DEF
‘5Yes: I- want to ask (you) something’

After the answer to the phone (line 1), the caller produces a summons, yepo-
seyyo, in the second turn (line 2). In the following turn at line 3, the answerer
produces not an answer but a jocular complaint, a question about why the caller
has telephoned again, into which laugh tokens are inserted. Thus, she does not
orient to the caller’s second summons as raising issues about her availability to
talk. If she does so, she is not likely to produce talk other than confirming or
(re-)establishing availability by answering the summons, because the availabil-
ity to talk is not yet established. Rather, by latching a jocular complaint about the
caller’s calling again, she presumes the establishment of the availability to talk
and displays an accomplishment of recognition of the caller as the one who called
before and is calling again. Thus, in the sequential position of answering the
summons, the answerer overlays her accomplishment of recognition onto her
utterance designed for this particular caller who is so recognized.

Upon the caller’s summons in the second turn, it is possible for the answerer
to accomplish recognition of the caller and produce talk designed for this recip-
ient as early as in the third turn. While the caller does not direct her talk to
constructing identification0recognition in the second turn (line 2), the answerer
uses the caller’s yeposeyyo as a voice sample – thus a “recognition source” – and
displays a “recognition solution” in the third turn (Schegloff 1979). Indeed, in
the following turn at line 4, the caller does not orient to a problem in establishing
the availability to talk but moves on with the understanding that not only the
availability to talk but also the parties’ identities are established.

Similarly, in example (8) the answerer does not orient to the caller’s second
summons as being directed to a problem of establishing the availability to talk.
Rather, he orients to the issue of establishing identity in constructing the third
turn:

(8) [Uncle]

0 ((3 rings))
1 A: yeposeyyo:¿

hello
‘Hello:¿’

2 C:r tsk yeposeyyo:?
hello

‘tsk Hello:?’
3 A:r e: [(( first name)):¿�

yes
‘[] Yes: ((first name)):¿5’
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4 C: [®hh-
5 C: �ey:

yes:HON
‘5Yes:’

6 A: e: cal iss-ess-e¿�
yes well be-ANT-IE
‘Yes: have you been well¿5’

7 C: �ney
yes:HON

‘5Yes’

After the summons0answer sequence (lines 0–1), the caller constructs a second
summons, yeposeyyo:? ‘hello:?,’ at the second turn (line 2). In the third turn
(line 3), the answerer produces e: ‘yes:’ and a term that identifies the caller. By
following e: ‘yes:’ with the caller’s first name in the same turn, the answerer
shows that he does not treat the caller’s second summons as dealing with a prob-
lem of establishing the availability to talk but presumes the establishment of the
availability. Rather, by producing the caller’s first name, the answerer shows
that he was involved in doing the work of recognition upon the caller’s second
summons. Thus, with the voice sample provided in the caller’s yeposeyyo in the
second turn (line 2), the answerer accomplishes recognition of the caller and
evidences it in the third turn (line 3). Although the caller does not design her talk
to produce identification0recognition per se, the answerer orients to it as a “rec-
ognition source” and surfaces his underlying orientation by evidencing recogni-
tion of the caller (Schegloff 1979). At line 5 the caller confirms the answerer’s
recognition; and the answerer moves to dealing with the issue of establishing
topic priority by initiating a yes0no “how-are-you” sequence at line 6. Thus, a
problem in establishing the availability to talk does not occur in the subsequent
course of the interaction.

In sum, parties do not orient to the caller’s second summons in the sec-
ond turn as being directed to a problem of establishing availability to talk.
Rather, answerers presume the establishment of availability to talk and re-
spond to a second summons by doing the work of recognition. Although
callers do not construct self-identification and0or answerer-recognition per
se, answerers orient to the caller’s yeposeyyo as a “recognition source” and
provide a “recognition solution” in the following turn (Schegloff 1979). This
is accomplished, for example, by producing talk designed for the recipient
(ex. 7) or a term that identifies the caller (ex. 8). Faced with a surface
format of a summons produced by callers, answerers orient to it as a vehicle
for implementing the work of identification0recognition (cf. Schegloff 2002,
forthcoming).

In examples (7–8), the answerer displays recognition of the caller by produc-
ing recipient-designed talk or a term that identifies the caller. When producing a
‘yes’ answer to the summons, answerers overlay their work of recognition onto
the format of the answer. Consider the following example:
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(9) [She’s sick]

0 ((3 rings))
1 A: yeposeyyo:?�

hello
‘Hello:?5’

2 C:r �yeposeyyo?
hello

‘5Hello?’
3 A:r ung:.

yes
‘Yes:.’

4 C: ®hh ne-n onul hoksi hakkyo ka-ni?
you-TOP today by.any.chance school go-INTERR

‘®hh Do you go to school today by any chance?’
5 (0.2)
6 A: ani?

no
‘No?’

7 C: ung:�cip-eyse hay?
yes home-LOC do:IE
‘I see:5are you working at home?’

After the summons0answer sequence (lines 0–1), the caller constructs a second
summons in the second turn (line 2). In the following turn at line 3, the answerer
produces an answer to the summons with ung:. ‘yes:’. In so doing, she designs
her answer in its non-honorific form of talk (honorific forms of talk are identi-
fied with a morpheme abbreviated as HON or DEF at the second line of the
transcript, whereas non-honorific forms of talk do not have such morphemes). In
Korean, speakers cannot design their talk using non-honorific forms unless (i)
they know the person they’re talking to, and (ii) their social and0or personal
relationship with their interlocutor(s) allows the use of a non-honorific form of
talk. On the one hand, if persons design their talk employing a non-honorific
form when they stand in a relationship with their interlocutor(s) that requires use
of an honorific form, it is usually considered rude, disrespectful, or even offen-
sive. On the other hand, if persons deploy an honorific form when they stand in a
relationship with their interlocutor(s) that requires the use of a non-honorific
form, this may carry negative implications about the relationship, such as show-
ing some degree of disaffiliation, trouble, and so on. Thus, the honorific system
in Korean obligates interlocutors to establish mutual recognition as a matter of
priority.

Thus, when the answerer produces a non-honorific form in her answer at
line 3, she indicates that she has accomplished recognition of the caller and has
designed her answer for the caller so recognized. With the voice sample pro-
vided in the caller’s yeposeyyo in the second turn (line 2), the answerer engages
in the work of recognition; and she displays her recognition of the caller with
the non-honorific form of the answer in the third turn (line 3). Indeed, the
caller orients to the answerer’s non-honorific answer as a display of recogni-
tion: He moves to launching a reason-for-the-call sequence, using a non-
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honorific form of talk as well (line 4). In so doing, he treats the parties’ identities
as having been established.

Now I return to example (1)0(6), which triggered the original puzzle. As in
example (9), the answerer overlays her work of recognition onto the form of the
answer to the caller’s second summons. The answerer stands in a relationship
with the caller that requires her to use a non-honorific form of talk, while the
caller uses honorific forms.

In example (6), the caller produces a second summons in the second turn
(line 2). A micro-pause ensues at line 3, during which the answerer withholds
answering. By not moving on to answering the summons after having already
established the availability to talk in the first turn (line 1), the answerer seems to
display some trouble in recognizing the caller. When she finally produces an
answer to the summons (line 4), the answerer hints at the underlying trouble: She
formulates an honorific form of the answer in an interrogative intonation, ney::?
‘yes::?’ (Remember that the answerer stands in a relationship with the caller that
requires her to use non-honorific forms of talk.)6 By using an honorific form of
answer, the answerer displays a possible failure to recognize the caller.

Indeed, as soon as the answerer produces the answer to the summons, the
caller initiates an identification0recognition sequence in the fourth turn (line 5).
After producing an acknowledgment of ey ‘yes,’ she evidences recognition of
the answerer and identifies herself using her first name. Thus, the caller orients
to the answerer’s response as displaying a possible failure of recognition. At
line 6, the answerer indeed reveals her failure of recognition in producing a
second part of the identification0recognition sequence. She first marks her “just
now” accomplishment of recognition by displaying a change of state from non-
recognition to recognition of the caller with a ‘oh’ (Schegloff 1979, Heritage
1984a). Then she designs her confirmation0acknowledgment of the caller’s
identification0recognition in its non-honorific form, kulay: ‘yes:’ (line 6). Thus,
when the answerer deploys an honorific form of the answer at the third turn
(line 4), the caller is informed about the answerer’s failure of recognition and
thus designs the subsequent talk at the fourth turn (line 5) by initiating an overt
identification0recognition sequence.

Right after and in overlap with the answerer’s accomplishment of recogni-
tion (line 6), the caller initiates a greeting sequence at line 7. Thus, the greeting
sequence gets launched right at the moment when the parties finally resolve
the trouble in establishing one another’s identity. In the following turn at line
8, the answerer acknowledges the caller’s greeting and ratifies the resolution of
the trouble in doing the work of establishing identity. (With the acknowledg-
ment, the answerer also invites the caller to move on to the action projected by
ntey in the self-identification at line 5). Thus, the parties seem to construct a
greeting sequence in orientation to the resolution of trouble in dealing with the
work of identification0recognition after the second summons0answer sequence.7

With the construction of a greeting sequence, the parties seem to show an accom-
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plishment of a state of “ratified mutual participation” after having worked
through some troubles engendered in establishing each other’s identity (Goff-
man 1963:100). At line 9 the caller launches a reason-for-the-call sequence as
soon as the answerer starts to acknowledge the greeting.

Thus, the ways in which a summons0answer sequence in the second and third
turns is worked through have a bearing on the subsequent trajectory of the open-
ing. A (possible) failure of recognition displayed in the answer to the second
summons has an effect on how the opening unfolds: It engenders initiation of an
overt identification0recognition sequence and a subsequent greeting sequence.
Thus, the work of establishing the parties’ identities and how it gets worked out
in the summons0answer sequence in the second and third turns have conse-
quences in the ways in which the subsequent course of the opening develops.

Finally, when a caller produces a summons in the second turn, parties may get
involved in an interactional “game” of recognition. As the summons, yeposeyyo,
does not itself constitute a sequence directed to identification0recognition, but
rather is used as a vehicle for inviting such work, a caller may mask an underly-
ing orientation to establishing his or her identity with the surface format of a sum-
mons. This move may not be an innocent one. When an answerer has trouble
accomplishing recognition, he may get involved in a number of turns of unravel-
ing the work of identification0recognition masked with the surface representa-
tion of a summons0answer sequence. In the example below, a caller in LosAngeles
makes a call to a friend in Korea. As revealed later in the call, the caller knows
that he is not likely to be among the answerer’s set of potential callers and that the
answerer is likely to have difficulty accomplishing recognition (cf. Schegloff
1986). Knowing this, the caller initiates a “game” of recognition with the produc-
tion of a second summons in the second turn. The answerer is in a relationship
with the caller that allows him to use non-honorific forms of talk:

(10) [Who’s this]

0 ((music))
1 A: yeposeyyo:?

hello
‘Hello:?’

2 C: yeposeyyo_
hello
‘Hello_’

3 (0.4)
4 C: ®hh[hh-
5 A: [ yey: yey.

yes:HON yes:HON
‘[] Yes: yes.’

6 C: yey: yey.h
yes:HON yes:HON
‘Yes: yes. h’ ((produced as an exact repeat of the A’s prior turn))

7 (1.2)
8 A: ney?�

yes:HON
‘Huh?5’
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9 C: �yey(h) heh
yes:HON

‘5Yes(h) heh’
10 (0.8)
11 A: ((first name))?
12 (0.3)
13 C: ani-ntey:¿ ehehheh-

no-CIRCUM
‘No:¿ ehehheh-’

14 (0.5)
15 A: ku way,

DM why
‘What’s up,’

16 C: ®ss- (( first name)) hyeng ani-ntey- ani-ntey:¿
brother no-CIRCUM no-CIRCUM

‘®ss- it’s not- not brother ((first name)):¿’
17 (1.0)
18 A: yey:?

yes:HON
‘What:?’

19 (0.2)
20 C: (( first name))-yey.yo�(( first name)).

CP:DEF
‘It’s ((first name))5((first name)).’

21 (1.0)
22 A: nwukwu-sey.yo?

who-HON:DEF
‘Who is this?’

23 C: (( first name))-lakwu-yo::
DECL:COMP-DEF

‘(I’m telling you)/(I said) it’s ((first name))::’
24 (0.5)
25 A: e:: ya

DM VOC
‘Oh:: hey’

26 C: yey�
yes:HON
‘Yes5’

27 A: �olaynman-[i-ta
long.time-CP-DECL

‘[] 5It’s been a long time’
28 C: [ehehhehheh ®hehh hakin cey-ka- ce-hanthey cenhwa-ka

indeed I:HUM-NOM I:HUM-from call-NOM
o-l:: li-ka eps-ta-ko sayngkak-ul
come-ATTR possibility-NOM not.exist-DECL-COMP thought-ACC
ha.sye.ss-keyss-kwun ehuh heh heh
do:HON:ANT-DCT.RE-UNASSIM
‘[] ehehhehheh ®hehh You might have well thought that there’s no
possibility I- you’d get:: a call from me ehuh heh heh’

After the summons0answer sequence (lines 0–1),8 the caller constructs a second
summons in the second turn (line 2). Then a 0.4-second silence ensues (line 3),
which seems to be related to the answerer’s trouble of recognizing the caller.
When he finally produces an answer to the summons (line 5), the answerer dis-
plays a (possible) failure of recognition: He designs his answer in its honorific
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form. The answerer’s use of an honorific form of answer shows to the caller that
the answerer has possibly failed to accomplish recognition, as the caller knows
that the answerer uses non-honorific forms of talk when talking to him. In the
following turn at line 6, however, the caller produces an exact repeat of the
answerer’s answer. Rather than producing a term of identification (cf. ex. 6),
the caller simply repeats the answerer’s yey: yey. ‘yes: yes’. Thus, he does not
provide any talk in the interest of identification0recognition, but a voice sample
instead.

The caller’s production of yey: yey. ‘yes: yes’ (line 6) poses a problem for the
answerer. The answerer has established his availability to talk and has allowed
the caller to move on to the next stage of the call, even without knowing the
identity of the caller. What he gets, however, is an exact repeat of his own an-
swer to the summons (line 6). Thus, after 1.2 seconds (line 7), all the answerer
can do is to initiate a repair, ney? ‘huh?’ (line 8). By constructing a repair initi-
ator in the form of ‘huh?’ rather than, for example, ‘who is this’, he shows that
his trouble is not directed to the problem of accomplishing recognition but rather
to what is going on in this interaction with this unknown caller (cf. Schegloff,
Jefferson, & Sacks 1977, Schegloff 1979, Drew 1997). Immediately after the
answerer’s repair initiator, the caller gives the answerer yet a third voice sample
yey(h) ‘yes(h),’ this time infiltrated with laughter (line 9). Though not providing
any other identifying information but the voice sample, the caller invites an un-
derstanding that what is going on is a “game” or a “joke” by inserting a laugh
token into his talk and giving a laughter ‘heh’ (line 9).

At line 11, the answerer finally figures out that this is a problem of establish-
ing the identity of the caller: He produces a “try-marked” first name of the caller
using an interrogative intonation contour (Schegloff 1979). In so doing, the an-
swerer not only makes a guess about who the caller is but also shows his under-
standing that the caller is one of his acquaintances and, most likely, one of his
friends, whom he usually calls by first name only. However, he makes a wrong
guess. At line 13 the caller says anintey:¿ ‘no:¿’ with laughter. While pointing
out that the answerer’s guess is wrong, the caller does not make a correction by
providing, for example, self-identification. Thus, he continues to invite the an-
swerer to accomplish recognition of his mysterious interlocutor. In the following
turn at line 15, however, the answerer does not treat the caller’s ‘no’ (line 13) as
serious. He believes that the caller is who he figures it is and advances the open-
ing by initiating an inquiry; way, ‘what’s up,’ literally ‘why (did you call)’ (line
15). However, the caller persists in toying with the answerer by extending the
game a bit more. At line 16, he points out that he is not the one the answerer
figures he is and further invites the answerer to accomplish recognition by not
producing self-identification.

The caller’s persistent playing of the “game” of recognition provides the an-
swerer with more trouble. The answerer figured out that the problem posed by
this caller was directed to the work of identification0recognition and tried to
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solve that problem by making a guess about the identity of the caller (line 11).
And he believed he had solved his problem (line 15). However, the caller indi-
cates that the answerer has failed to do so (line 16). What is the answerer sup-
posed to do now? After 1.0 second (line 17), the answerer produces another
repair initiator, yey:? ‘what:?’ at line 18 (Schegloff et al. 1977, Drew 1997). By
initiating repair in the form of ‘what’ he shows his trouble in understanding what
the caller is trying to do, rather than establishing who the caller is. Finally, the
caller produces a self-identification twice in the next turn at line 20. By produc-
ing his first name, he shows not only that he has been involved in toying with the
answerer but also that the trouble on the answerer’s part has been related to the
work of recognition.

However, upon the caller’s self-identification (line 20), a 1.0-second silence
ensues (line 21). The 1.0-second silence seems to show that the answerer has a
problem in accomplishing recognition of the caller even when he is provided
with the caller’s first name. The answerer now has trouble in placing the caller as
identified by first name only within his set of potential callers. Indeed, after the
1.0-second silence (line 21), the answerer initiates a repair directed to the prob-
lem of recognition, nwukwuseyyo? ‘who is this?’ (line 22), making explicit that
he cannot determine who the caller is (cf. Schegloff 1979). In the following turn
(line 23), the caller repeats the first name self-identification but does not provide
any additional recognition source. Thus, he claims to have the answerer accom-
plish recognition by means of his first name. At line 25, the answerer finally
displays accomplishment of recognition of the caller; and he provides a quasi-
account for not having accomplished recognition (line 27). At line 28, the caller
conveys that he has been toying with the answerer throughout the whole opening
by indicating that he knew he might not be among the answerer’s set of possible
callers.

Thus, the caller’s use of yeposeyyo in the second turn operates as a vehicle for
inviting recognition while allowing the answerer to respond to the surface for-
mat of a summons0answer sequence without accomplishing recognition. How-
ever, such an underlying orientation to the work of establishing identity surfaces
when there is trouble in doing so, and resulting trajectories of talk subsequent to
the second and third turns are organized in ways to deal with the problem of
accomplishing recognition per se. Thus, the caller’s use of a summons in the
second turn shows not only that the second turn is a sequential locus for doing
the work of establishing identity, but also that identification0recognition is one
of the issues to be worked through in the opening before the parties can move on
to developing any further talk (Schegloff 1979, 1986, 2002).

I M P L I C A T I O N S

The analysis so far shows that parties orient to and construct the work of estab-
lishing one another’s identity through the surface format of a summons0answer
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sequence in second and third turns. However, if a caller wants to work through
the issue of establishing identity in the second turn, why does he produce yepo-
seyyo at all when he has other resources available, such as displaying recogni-
tion of the answerer (ex. 2) and self-identification (exx. 3– 4)? That is, what does
a caller accomplish by producing a summons in particular in the second turn?

First, when callers produce yeposeyyo in the second turn, what they do not do
is display recognition of answerers. In the first turn of an opening, answerers pro-
vide a first “recognition source” in the form of a voice sample (Schegloff 1979).
Thus, callers are potentially able to recognize answerers, and displaying recogni-
tion of answerers is potentially relevant. Alternatively, callers can produce a term
that identifies themselves to the answerer. However, when producing a summons
in the second turn, callers do neither of these things. Thus, when callers produce a
second summons, the question of recognition remains in a pending state. Instead,
the second summons, in providing a voice sample, redirects the problem of rec-
ognition to answerers. Indeed, given that yeposeyyo is produced as an alternative
to both self- and other-identification, it can be concluded that yeposeyyo is a means
of insisting that the answerer’s recognition of the caller is relevant and due.

Second, as noted, through the second summons callers invite recognition from
answerers by means of a voice sample. When producing a summons in the second
turn, callers make relevant the production of an answer in the immediately next
turn. In order for answerers to produce an answer, they have to figure out whether
to use an honorific or non-honorific form of talk, which necessarily involves the
work of recognition of the caller’s identity. Thus, when callers produce a sum-
mons in the second turn, they pose a recognition problem for answerers without
providing any “recognition source” other than a voice sample (Schegloff 1979).
Answerers are thus made to do the work of recognition with the caller’s voice sam-
ple and come to display their solution to the problem of recognition – whether
successfully or not – in designing their answer to the caller’s second summons.

Finally, through the second summons, callers can avoid self-identification
until the fourth turn or beyond. When answering a caller’s summons in the
third turn, answerers display their recognition (or not) of the caller. Thus, when
callers produce talk in the fourth turn, they are informed about whether an
answerer has recognized them and can formulate their talk by reference to that.
On the one hand, when answerers display recognition, callers can withhold
identification0recognition at the fourth turn but move on to a “how-are-you”
inquiry or a reason-for-the-call sequence (see ex. 9). On the other hand, when
answerers display a (possible) failure of recognition, callers can then formulate
identification0recognition by reference to that failure (see ex. 6). Thus, callers
can construct a term of identification in a “safer” position before which answer-
ers display their current state of recognition and in which callers can design
identification0recognition by reference to that.

These observations suggest that Korean callers prefer to get recognized from
their voice sample (cf. Schegloff 1979). That they invite recognition from an-
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swerers by means of their voice samples while frequently and systematically
withholding self-identification suggests the operation of a preference for recog-
nition of caller by answerer (cf. Schegloff 1979, Park 2002).9

C O N C L U S I O N

In the analysis above, I have demonstrated that parties work through a summons0
answer sequence in the second and third turns of telephone conversations by
orienting to the underlying issue of establishing one another’s identity. While
the surface appearance of second and third turns is realized in the format of a
summons0answer sequence, the ways in which parties develop trajectories of
their talk show that they confront and work through issues of identification0
recognition. In addition, with the “legacy” of a summons0answer sequence in
second and third turns, parties develop the subsequent course of their openings
in ways particular to what transpired at those turns (Schegloff 2002).

The analysis presented above invites a comparison of telephone openings in
Korean with those in other cultural contexts. As reported in past research, the
ways in which callers and answerers establish their identities are culturally vari-
able (cf. Lindström 1994). American callers invite other-recognition by construct-
ing greeting sequences (Schegloff 1979, 1986). By contrast, Dutch callers prefer
to self-identify by name (Houtkoop-Steenstra 1991). Swedish callers tend to avoid
self-identification but do so more with immediate family than with acquaintan-
ces (Lindström 1994:243). In the Korean telephone openings analyzed above,
callers show a marked preference for other-recognition. However, as we have
seen, Korean callers implement this “American” preference in a distinctively
Korean way. The second summons is, as far as we know, a specifically Korean
way of requiring telephone answerers to recognize the identity of callers. This
distinctive Korean methodology is nonetheless contained within the immanent
logic10 of telephone call openings.

A P P E N D I X : A b b r e v i a t i o n s

ACC Accusative ADD Additive
ANT Anterior suffix ATTR Attributive
CIRCUM Circumstantial COM Comitative
COMP Complementizer CONN Connective
CP Copula DCT.RE Deductive Reasoning
DECL Declarative DEF Deferential
DET Determinative DM Discourse Marker
DUB Dubitative HON Honorific
HUM Humble IE Informal Ending
INTERR Interrogative LOC Locative
NCOMM Non-Commitative NEG Negative
NOM Nominative POL Polite suffix
PURP Purposive TOP Topic
UNASSIM Unassimilated VOC Vocative
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N O T E S

* An earlier version of this article was presented at the annual meeting of the American Associa-
tion for Applied Linguistics in 2004. I would like to thank John Heritage, Manny Schegloff, and
Sung-Ock Sohn for valuable comments on earlier drafts. Barbara Johnstone and two anonymous
readers for this journal also gave helpful advice.

1 In business calls, answerers produce a categorical identification in answering the summons (Sche-
gloff 1967). Consider the following example from a call to a travel agency:

0 ((3 rings))
1 A:r annyenghasipnikka kaya yehayngsa

hi:HON ((name of the agency)) travel.agency
(( full name))-ip-ni-ta:¿

POL-DET-DECL
‘Hi this is Kaya Travel Agency ((full name)) (speaking):¿’

2 C: ®hh yey ceki sewul-hako el.ey wangpok yokum-i elmana
yes:HON DM Seoul-COM L.A. round.trip fare-NOM how.much

toy-na-yo
become-NCOMM-DEF
‘®hh Yes uh how much is the fare for a round trip for Seoul and L.A.’

To the three summoning rings (line 0), the answerer responds with an identification of the institution
and his full name (line 1). With the formulation of the categorical self-identification, the answerer
presumptively sets up the type of conversation as “business” in nature.

2 Some readers might wonder about the occurrence of a greeting sequence in example (1). It will
be analyzed in the following section.

3 In a few cases, parties seem to deal with the issue of establishing topic priority by addressing
each other’s current state of being with an inquiry of ‘What are you doing?.’

4 In the following example, the caller does not construct her self-identification with ntey (line 2).
The answerer produces an acknowledgement of ‘yes’ alone in the third turn (line 4):

0 ((music))
1 A: yeposeyyo:

hello
‘Hello:’

2 C:r ®hh enni::
sister

‘®hh Sister::’
3 (0.5)
4 A:r e.

yes
‘Yes.’

5 C: ®hh enni ike peyl soli-ka way ilay: hh hh
sister this bell sound-NOM why like.this:IE

‘®hh Sister what is this ringing sound: hh hh’

After the summons0answer sequence at lines 0–1 (callers may hear a phrase of music instead of
individual phone rings when making a call in Korea), the caller evidences recognition of the an-
swerer in the second turn. In the third turn, the answerer responds with e ‘yes’ (line 4). At line 5, the
caller moves on by producing a remark about the ring tone – the music – of the phone. Thus, the
caller orients to the answerer’s acknowledgment (line 4) as a display of recognition, thus as a rele-
vant second part of the identification0recognition sequence initiated at the second turn.

5 The greeting sequence in example (1) will be analyzed in the following section.
6 Interrogative or quasi-interrogative intonation contour seems to be one of the resources answer-

ers employ in displaying a (possible) failure of recognition when designing an answer to the second
summons. In particular, when parties stand in a relationship that requires the use of honorific forms
of talk to one another, they orient to the interrogatively intoned answer to the summons as displaying
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a possible failure of recognition. Consider the following example from an opening after a switch-
board request (the parties use honorific forms of talk to each other):

0 ((after a switchboard request))
1 A: yeposeyyo¿

hello
‘Hello¿’

2 (0.3)
3 C: yeposeyyo?

hello
‘Hello?’

4 A:r ney:¿
yes:HON
‘Yes:¿’

5 (0.2)
6 C:r yey: ce (( full name))-ntey-yo:

yes:HON I:HUM CIRCUM-DEF
‘Yes: this is ((full name)) (and):’

7 A:r a annyenghaseyyo, [ yey
DM hi:DEF yes:HON
‘[] Oh hi, yes’

8 C: [ yey annyenghaseyyo,�
yes:HON hi:DEF

‘[] Yes hi,5’
9 A: �yey

yes:HON
‘5Yes’

The caller produces a summons in the second turn (line 3). The answerer designs his answer in a
(quasi-) interrogative contour in the third turn (line 4). In the fourth turn (line 6) the caller initiates
an overt identification0recognition sequence by producing self-identification. In so doing, he orients
to the answerer’s answer as displaying a possible failure of recognition. At line 7, the answerer
reveals his failure of recognition by displaying a change of state from non-recognition to recognition
of the caller with a ‘oh’ (Heritage 1984a). Thus, the answerer’s answer in its (quasi-) interrogative
contour displays and is oriented to as displaying a possible failure of recognition.

7 Similarly, in the example illustrated in note 6 above, the answerer produces a greeting after the
resolution of trouble in accomplishing recognition. As analyzed in note 6, the answerer fails to ac-
complish recognition of the caller with the voice sample provided in the second summons (line 4).
At line 6 the caller initiates an overt identification0recognition sequence by producing self-
identification. Thus he displays his understanding of the answer (line 4) as showing a possible fail-
ure of recognition. As soon as the caller identifies himself (line 6), the answerer displays a “just
now” accomplishment of recognition with a ‘oh’ at line 7 (Schegloff 1979; see also Heritage 1984a):
This reveals his failure of recognition in the third turn. Right after accomplishing recognition of the
caller (line 7), the answerer launches a greeting in the same turn. With the greeting, he seems to
show his resolution of the trouble in accomplishing recognition. At line 8, the caller returns the
greeting and ratifies such a resolution of trouble in dealing with the work of identification0recognition.
Thus, the parties construct a greeting sequence after resolving a trouble in establishing their identi-
ties engendered during the summons0answer sequence in the second and third turns.

8 As noted earlier, callers may hear a musical phrase instead of individual phone rings in Korea.
9 In addition to the caller’s second summons, other compositional elements of the second turn

seem to show a preference for recognition. When constructing the second turn with identification of
answerers, callers do not usually produce self-identification (cf. ex. 2). In cases where they produce
self-identification in the second turn, callers usually do so with the use of a particle, ntey, and follow
the identification sequence with a first topic or reason-for-the-call sequence (exx. 3– 4). Thus, when
callers construct self-identification, they seem to do so in the interest of launching a reason-for-the-
call sequence as early as in their second turn (cf. Park 2002). These constructions of the second turn
seem to suggest a preference for recognition in Korean telephone openings.

10 This may hold at least for calls that do not have an electronic caller identification function.
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