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In arguing for adopting a “constitutive” approach to interpersonal relationships, Robinson (2006, p. 154) observes that “From its inception, conversation-analytic work has addressed itself to how practices of naturally occurring interaction are socially consequential, generally, and relevant to personal relationships, specifically.”  Students in interpersonal communication courses readily recognize that they are somehow “doing relationship” with their partners every time they interact with them.  And a number of current interpersonal communication textbooks argue that “the substance of any relationship is the day-to-day communicating between its participants … [t]he conversations are the relationship” (Stewart, Zediker, & Witteborn, 2005, p. 255; see also, for example, Duck & McMahan, 2009, pp. 152-157).  But although textbooks in interpersonal communication frequently include examples of conversations as illustrations, those examples are very often (and very noticeably) not natural interaction, nor are they examined in ways that enable students to understand how relational phenomena are interactionally achieved in talk.  This paper considers the potentials in and the challenges of incorporating LSI, and specifically conversation analytic (CA) perspectives on talk in the advanced interpersonal communication course.  In the process I will suggest what for me and for my students have proved to be workable practices in doing so.  I would value suggestions from others who have sought to realize similar potentials and have addressed the attendant challenges. 
Perhaps most important among the potentials in utilizing CA perspectives and research in examining interpersonal communication is that students come to understand in some detail how everyday interaction is foundational in their forming and sustaining of personal relationships, with each participant’s action and uptake influencing (though not determining) the shape of that relationship, both in the moment and in the long term.  Realizing that potential presents the instructor with challenges, however, among which I will briefly consider three: (a) providing a theoretical framework that conceptualizes relational phenomena as interactionally achieved, (b) providing students with a functional grasp of the CA understanding of talk-in-interaction, and (c) doing all of this while remaining consistent with the assumptions and approaches central to CA research. 
Providing a theoretical framework for relational phenomena:  The challenge of providing students with a theoretical framework that conceptualizes relational phenomena as interactionally achieved is best addressed by utilizing a text that employs a constitutive perspective on personal relationships.  Robinson (2006, p. 138) points to Duck (2004), Goldsmith & Baxter (1996), and Mandelbaum (2003), among others, as representative of constitutive views of relationships, to which I would add Arundale (2010), Baxter & Montgomery (1996), Krippendorff (2009, pp. 112-130), Sanders (1997), and Stewart & Zediker (2000).  Interpersonal texts that employ a constitutive perspective include Duck (2004), Duck & McMahan (2009), and Stewart, Zediker, & Witteborn (2005).  Adopting a social-psychological perspective on human relationships, as in texts like Adler, Rosenfeld, & Towne (2004), Canary, Cody, & Manusov (2003), and Verderber & Verderber (1998) is not only antithetical to viewing relationships as co-constituted (Arundale, in press), but also inconsistent with basic premises of CA (cf. Heritage, 1984).
Although the theoretical framework and hence the text one chooses are important, they are not sufficient to realize the goal of having students understand how they form and sustain relationships in the practices of everyday talk.  No text I know of makes this connection because doing so requires the detailed analysis of actual conversation.  It is therefore incumbent on the instructor to articulate for himself or herself, and to move toward having the students articulate, how it is that achieving a given practice in a particular, situated interaction is implicated in achieving a given relational phenomenon.  How is it, for example, that nodding during storytelling achieves affiliation with a storyteller, as in Stivers (2008), or that apologizing in other initiated repair serves in managing responsibility for trouble in talk, as in Robinson (2006), or that managing topical talk in getting-acquainted achieves both acquaintedness and anonymity, as in Maynard & Zimmerman (1984), or that in providing a type-conforming uptake to a yes/no interrogative a participant accepts the other’s proposal that he/she is a particular type of recipient, as in Raymond (2003), or that participant resources for error-correction may be implicated in achieving intimacy, as in Jefferson (1974). The need to establish participant orientation and sequential consequentiality regarding phenomena such as these is well established in CA (Arundale, 2010, pp. 2094-2096).  As Schegloff (2005, p. 474) argues, “It is not enough for analysts to suppose that the parties, ‘can infer it [the phenomenon] from the context or observe or hear it happening’; what is needed is not supposition, but analysis of the data that ground such a claim in the observable conduct of the parties.”  What applies to the analyst also applies to instructors and to students. 
Providing a functional grasp of CA:  My experience is that the challenge of providing students with a functional grasp of the CA approach to studying talk-in-interaction is best addressed incrementally over the course of the term.  I begin with an early focus on the nature of interpersonal interaction, and specifically of talk/conduct in dyadic interaction, including developing the concepts of progressivity and adjacency, of recipient design, and of forming interpretings in sequences of talk (following Arundale, 2010, pp. 2080-2085, or Heritage, 1984, pp. 254-260).  Two hours of guided exploration of instances of natural talk early in the term puts students in a position to provide credible, albeit facilitated, analyses of interactional achievement in new instances of talk.  Specifically, I have found that students new to the enterprise of closely examining talk respond favorably to studying instances of fourth position repair.  I begin with Schegloff’s (1992, p. 1321) “Marty and Loes” conversation as the most straightforward instance (extract 1, a field note only), moving on to the more complex “Kraus dinner” conversation (Schegloff, 1988, pp. 57-58; 1992, p. 1323; extract 2, for which audio is available). 
Later in the term, as appropriate in developing understandings of various relational phenomena we are considering, I return to working with students in analyzing examples of situated talk.  Doing so not only adds a new dimension to understanding the phenomenon under discussion, as for example conflict in relationships, as in Phil Glenn’s presentation, but also reinforces and refines their understandings of how practices in talk are interactionally achieved.  At the point in the term I introduce Baxter & Montgomery’s (1996) relational dialectics, for instance, I normally examine extract 3 (unfortunately a field note only), presenting the conversation to them line by line, as it unfolds for the participants.  One of my key goals at this point in the semester is to work with students to move away from suppositions regarding separateness and/or connectedness, and toward grounding these relational phenomena in the participants’ observable practices.  (An extremely compressed version of this analysis appears in Arundale, 2009; see also Arundale, 2010, pp. 2094-2102.)  
By term end, students are in a position to carefully examine the managing of relationship in an extended instance of talk which they inevitably find fascinating: the first 150 lines of the Gramma/Sissy conversation examined at length by Beach (1996).  I target only certain relational concepts from the course (e.g., connection and separation), and introduce certain new practices (e.g., “well” prefacing in delayed uptake), but find students willing to spend two hours in class tracing pursuit and avoidance (1996, Chap. 2), for example, both examining how Gramma and Sissy orient to and interactionally achieve these practices, and considering how in doing so they orient to and achieve relational connection and separation (Arundale, 2010), and other key relational phenomena.  As we work with this conversation in class, I point out to my students that all they have come to know about Gramma and Sissy’s relationship, and about how they are co-constituting it anew at this moment, derives from the roughly 3 minutes of talk they have heard.  Surely then, as in Stewart, Zediker, and Witteborn (2005), Gramma and Sissy’s conversation is their relationship, and as in Simmel (1950, p. 26), their relationship is “inseparable from the immediacy of interaction.”  Having worked with instances of everyday conversations in relationships over the course of the term, I find that given a conversational fragment on the final exam, and a focused question about it, students are able to provide credible analyses of how the achieving of a practice in talk is implicated in achieving one of the relational phenomena we have examined.    
Remaining consistent with the assumptions of CA research:  As I work with students in examining how achieving practices in talk is implicated in achieving relationships, I encounter the challenge of doing so in a manner that is consistent with or that respects the assumptions and approaches of CA research.  This challenge manifests itself in several ways, particularly toward the end of term.  For example, as students assume the position of analysts of Gramma and Sissy’s interaction, they not infrequently explain one of the participant’s utterances by making suppositions or attributions regarding her intent or her agenda, i.e., “Gramma’s saying that because she’s trying to get Sissy to ….”  Herein lies an important teachable moment regarding the CA perspective on studying talk-in-interaction.  Although the concept is not a new one at this point in the term, it becomes possible to once again distinguish between an analyst’s imposing an understanding on a participant, and the analyst’s grounding his/her understanding of the participant’s understanding on the basis of the very same evidence of understanding that the participants provide to one another.  
The challenge surfaces in another from in that having worked with them over the term to understand how parties form and sustain relationships in the practices of everyday talk, students often develop the impression that CA is a methodology devoted to the analysis of interpersonal relationships.  Herein lie two more, closely related teachable moments.  First, I work to clarify again that CA research is not directed at understanding how participants are “doing relationship,” but rather at understanding specific practices in talk that may be, in Robinson’s (2006, p. 154) terms, “…relevant to personal relationships.”  Those same practices may also be relevant to “doing gender” or to “doing being an organization.”  Second, I remind students again of a key implication of the constitutive and social constructionist perspective we have employed in studying interpersonal communication, and that is basic to the CA perspective on interaction.  That is, there is no entity or force called a “relationship” that exists as an object or agent in the world, such that it can be acted upon or that it can act upon us.  Instead, relationships, like genders and organizations, are phenomena we conjointly co-constitute in the practices we enact with other human beings.  In other words, relationships are conversations. 
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Extracts of talk
Extract 1: 
Schegloff (1992, p. 1321): 

1. Marty: 
Lois, do you have a calendar?

2. Loes: 
Yeah (reaches for her desk calendar)

3. Marty: 
Do you have one that hangs on the wall?

4. Loes: 
Oh you want one.

5. Marty: 
Yeah.

Extract 2: 
Schegloff (1988, pp. 57-58; 1992, p. 1323):  

      1  Mother:
 ‘z everybody  [washed for dinner?

      2  Gary:    
                        [Yah.

      3  Mother:  Daddy ‘n I have t- both go in different directions, en I wanna



 talk ta you about where I’m going (t’night).

      4  Russ:      mm hmm

      5  Gary:
 Is it about us?

      6  Mother:  Uh huh

      7  Russ:
 I know where you’re go’in,

      8  Mother:  Where.

      9  Russ:
 To the uh (eighth grade       ) =

     10 Mother:  = Yeah. Right. 

     11 Mother:  Do you know who’s going to that meeting?

     12 Russ:      Who.

     13 Mother:  I don’t kno:w.

     14 Russ:    
 Oh::. Prob’ly Missiz McOwen (‘n detsa) en prob’ly Missiz Cadry

                         and some of the teachers. and the coun [sellors.

     15 Mother:                                                                 [Missiz Cadry went

     

  to the- I’ll tell you later...

Extract 3: 
Arundale (2009, p. 47):
   1  C: This scarf is very nice.

      2  R: Do you want it? Have it. (while removing and giving scarf)

      3  C: I didn’t say it so that you would give it to me.

      4  R: I know. I’m giving it to you as a present. 

