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Summary 
 

This thesis sets out to study suspects’ participation during rights communication in 

Norwegian investigative interviews. In these interviews, police officers and suspects do not 

have the same opportunities to contribute to the conversation and to decide what to talk about, 

how and when. My analysis in this thesis starts from that observation to study the 

communication of legal rights and asks how, and to what extent, police officers enable 

participation by suspects, what suspects get to do in interaction, how they do it, and what 

functions those interactional contributions have in the process of rights communication. 

Using Conversation Analysis as the theoretical and methodological framework, I analyze 

police-suspect interaction at the turn-by-turn level to identify practices that enable 

participation and their consequences for suspects’ participation. With that, I address to what 

extent and how suspects are involved in the conversation: not only by understanding what is 

going on or what (the implications of) their legal rights are, but even more so, by actually 

doing something with this information and making an active decision on whether and/or how 

they want to make a statement to the police, there and then, in that specific situation. 

My analysis of police-suspect interview recordings shows that police officers use a variety of 

interactional practices that enable suspect participation, all of which have in common that 

they make relevant the current interactional context (here and now) and the specific 

individuals placed in it (you and me) to whom a set of legal rights applies specifically. These 

practices attribute an active role to suspect as a participant in the conversation who is to make 

a decision about exercising his legal rights. I identify a variety of practices and their 

consequences in both pre-sequences and information-giving sequences, as well as post-

sequences and decision-making sequences that follow up on the information about rights. The 

outcomes of my analysis suggest that how and to what extent police officers use such 

interactional practices has important consequences for suspects’ opportunities to participate in 

the interaction and to make a decision about exercising their legal rights. The findings in this 

thesis have theoretical implications for research on interaction in the police and the legal 

system, as well as other forms of institutional interaction. They further form a foundation for 

formulating best practices and recommendations for investigative interviewing practice in the 

police. 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Context and theme 
 As established by the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and the following 

International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR), anyone when taken into 

custody has the right not to testify against himself or confess guilt, the right to legal 

assistance, and the right to be considered innocent until proven guilty. For these rights to be of 

any value, suspects need to be informed about them by the police in “a language which he 

understands” (ICCPR 1966, Article 14). While most jurisdictions have procedures in place for 

communicating legal rights, recent research has shown that in many cases, suspects do not 

actually understand their rights, and even if they do, they do not always get the opportunity to 

exercise them. Comprehension may be influenced by for example suspects’ level of 

education, cognitive abilities and situational factors such as stress, as well as their proficiency 

in the majority language (Pavlenko, 2008). Besides, establishing whether or not suspects have 

understood their rights is not a straightforward exercise. A minimal response to commonly 

used yes/no questions along the lines of “Do you understand?”, inviting to claim but not 

demonstrate understanding, is clearly insufficient proof that a suspect is aware of (the 

implications of) his rights (Ainsworth, 2010; Sacks, 1992). Beyond this, the question is also 

raised whether suspects are actually given the opportunity to take a decision as to whether 

they want to waive or invoke their legal rights. 

  Concerns about the safeguarding of suspects’ rights in the legal process have motivated a 

growing body of research within forensic linguistics, a discipline devoted to the investigation 

and application of linguistic evidence for social justice. Specifically, using qualitative 

discourse analytical methods, scholars study different types of legal interaction at the micro-

level, paying attention not only to the content of what is being said, but also to linguistic 

dimensions such as grammar, word choice, turn-taking and (local) context (Eades, 2010). In 

Norway, little research has been done to date on communicating rights and determining their 

understanding in police investigative interviews from a conversation analytical or linguistic 

perspective (for legal perspectives, see e.g. Bjerknes, 2019; Rui, 2009; Rachlew, 1999, 2003). 

Following the observations above, conducting such research is highly relevant and important 

for the protection of fundamental human rights. The need for it is further strengthened by the 
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absence of standardized, scripted cautions in Norway, which may result in large variation 

between different interviewers and across different interviews. 

  It is with good reason, therefore, that a research project addressing these concerns was set 

up at the MultiLing Research center of Excellence at the University of Oslo. The project aims 

to produce “recommendations for best practices in communicating the rights and determining 

their understanding and the need for an interpreter” (‘Communicating Rights’, 2017) through 

the analysis of video and sound recordings of investigative interviews, in cooperation with the 

Oslo Police Department. My proposed research project falls within the scope of this larger 

study and examines a specific feature of police-suspect interaction, namely the participation 

of suspects in the rights communication phase and their opportunities for making a decision 

about exercising their legal rights. 

1.2 Delineation of the research problem 
  The police investigative interview as a whole, and rights communication specifically, is a 

highly regulated activity, structured around legislative requirements and informed by police 

officers’ training in interviewing techniques. At the same time, the interactional context in 

which an interview takes place will be different for each individual case. In a unique setting 

with a unique set of people, each of them bringing their own goals, knowledge and experience 

into the conversation, any interview takes shape as the participants interact and construct it 

together. When police officers and suspects interact in an interview, they do not have the 

same opportunities to contribute to the conversation and to decide what to talk about, how and 

when. This also applies to the phase in which suspects are informed about their legal rights, 

and the question then arises: do suspects participate in the conversation? What do police 

officers do that invites, facilitates, allows, prevents or obstructs suspects’ participation? Do 

suspects get and use the opportunity to take a decision about invoking or waiving their right to 

remain silent and their right to legal assistance? Based on these concerns, I analyze in this 

thesis how, and to what extent, police officers enable participation by suspects, what suspects 

get to do in interaction, how they do it, and what functions those contributions have in the 

process of legal rights communication. 
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The research question guiding this study is as follows: 
 

How do the interactional practices used by police officers invite and allow for participation 

by suspects, and what are the consequences for suspects’ opportunities to make a decision 

about exercising their legal rights? 
 

 I further divide this research question into three sub-questions, which my analysis will 

seek to answer: 
 

1. How do police officers use interactional practices that enable participation by suspects in 

pre-sequences, information-giving sequences, post- and decision-making sequences?  

2. What are the immediate observable consequences for interactional participation by 

suspects?  

3. What actions do suspects’ contributions realize, and to what extent do they get and use the 

opportunity to make a decision about exercising their rights?  
 

  Through answering the three sub-questions, I aim to arrive at an answer to the main 

research question and develop insight into the workings of police-suspect interaction. My goal 

in this study is to identify practices that enable participation as used by police officers and 

their consequences for suspect participation. With that, I address whether and how suspects 

are involved in the conversation: not only by understanding what is going on or what (the 

implications of) their legal rights are, but even more so, by actually doing something with this 

information and taking an active decision. Answering these questions will form a foundation 

for formulating best practices and recommendations for interviewing practices in the police. 

1.3 Methodology and analytical approach 
 In this thesis, I use conversation analysis (CA) as the theoretical and methodological 

framework to study social interaction. The dataset I use in my analysis consists of recordings 

from police-suspect interviews provided by the Oslo Police department, which are here 

represented in their transcribed form. I apply a set of methods and tools to a series of police-

suspect interviews in order to find how police officers and suspects interact, orient to their 

own and each other’s utterances, and how they construct understanding together. Specifically, 

I am interested in suspects’ participation in these interviews, and in how and to what extent 

police officers’ practices enable such participation. Using conversation analytic methodology, 
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I aim to solve the research problem through sequence-by-sequence, turn-by-turn analysis of 

what participants say, how they say it, when they say it and why. Answering those questions 

will bring me closer to answering the research questions as presented above. In my analysis 

and discussion of results in this thesis I will use observations about and examinations of what 

happens in the interaction between police officers and suspects, to arrive at insights into the 

underlying organizational structures of turn-taking in police interviews. And using CA 

methodology to study real-life interaction, I will be able to both describe such underlying 

structures, and in addition, to interpret them and identify how certain practices may better 

enable participation than others and what this means for police interviewing practice. 

1.4 Terminology and definitions 
 A few terms and definitions are useful to clarify at this point, as they will play a key role 

in this thesis. First, participation by suspects in the interaction I define as any contribution 

they make to the conversation, from minimal responses, clicks, overlaps to more extensive 

turns. Second, my goal in this study is to identify practices that enable participation: that is, 

ways in which police officers design turns that invite and allow suspects to make 

contributions as observable in interaction. To be sure, I do not assume that when police 

officers enable participation by suspects, this is the result of a carefully designed strategy, but 

rather, my study here seeks to find out how some ways of designing turns and turn-taking 

have different, and “better” results than others. 

  Third, a last and more technical specification concerns the term investigative 

interviewing: in the Norwegian context, the police’s conversations with those involved in an 

investigation are called ‘avhør’, which may be translated into interrogation, investigative 

interview or examination. In my thesis I align with recent international practice and forensic 

linguistic research to use investigative interview to refer to modern-day police practice – 

interrogation being more associated with confrontational and biased techniques used before 

roughly the 1990s (Oxburgh et al., 2016a, see further chapter 3). 

1.5 Structure of the thesis 
 The remaining five chapters in this thesis work towards answering the research questions 

as introduced above. First, in chapter 2 I introduce relevant theory including the theoretical 

framework in which the project is grounded as well as discussing key theoretical concepts. In 
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addition, I position my thesis within the research context for the analysis of institutional 

interaction and of legal interaction specifically. 

  Following that, chapter 3 provides a brief introduction to the genre of the police interview 

and the laws and regulations that govern interviewing practices in Norway. This short review 

of the legal context in which the police interview is situated supplies content that I will draw 

on in my analysis of the interactional realization of this particular form of legal interaction. 

  With the theoretical foundation and the institutional background in place, chapter 4 then 

presents the methodological framework and explains the methods and tools I use to arrive at 

observations and results in my analysis. I discuss here the methodological choices I made 

along the way and assess the validity and scope of my analysis. 

  These chapters lead up to the core of this thesis in chapter 5, in which I analyze suspect 

participation in a selection of five examples from the dataset. My analysis applies 

conversation analytical methodology to police interview recordings and is guided by the 

research questions as introduced in 1.2 above, seeking to explore how police officers and 

suspects interact during the communication of legal rights and identify patterns in suspects’ 

participation in the interview.  

  In chapter 6, I round off with a discussion and the conclusions of my study. I discuss the 

results from my analysis and the patterns and phenomena that are of relevance for the research 

problem, as well as elaborating on their implications for theory and practice. I formulate a 

final answer to the research questions, and lastly, I conclude with suggestions for how further 

research might address topics that have emerged from or remained unsolved in my analysis. 
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2 Theory 
  The theoretical and methodological framework that lies at the foundation of my research 

is Conversation Analysis (CA). In this chapter I set out to discuss theory that is relevant for 

my analysis, including CA and its epistemological premises (2.1), turn taking (2.2); sequence 

organization (2.3) and institutional interaction and analytical concepts (2.4), as well as 

previous research within the field of forensic linguistics, specifically on police interviews and 

rights communication (2.5). Together, these form the theoretical background for my research. 

2.1 Conversation Analysis as theoretical framework 
2.1.1 Language as a social phenomenon 

  In this thesis, I use Conversation Analysis (CA) to study the interaction between police 

officers and suspects in police investigative interviews. CA here functions both as the 

theoretical and methodological framework: on the one hand, it informs my view of the social 

world as constituted by and constituting social interaction, my view on language as a social 

phenomenon and it suggests that it is possible to get to know something about what the world 

looks like by observing systematically the workings of social interaction. On the other hand, 

and following from that theoretical framework, CA proposes that in order to produce 

knowledge about social interaction and the underlying system organizing it, the analyst can 

use a certain set of methods and tools to approach naturally occurring conversation data and 

arrive at a solution for some research problem – that is, CA is also a methodology. 

 By treating social interaction as systematic and a valid topic of research, conversation 

analysts take an approach that is fundamentally different from that taken by many theoretical 

linguists before and at the time of its inception in the 1960s and ‘70s: structuralism for 

example, had taken langue – that is, the linguistic structure, language itself – as its object of 

study, rather than parole – understood to refer to speech, or the actual use of language 

(Saussure, 1983). Saussure considered language as social, yet was not interested in its social 

character or function, but rather in the way in which it is structured as “a grammatical system 

existing potentially in every brain (…) but [existing] perfectly only in the collectivity” 

(Saussure, 1983, p.13). The object of study thus was that underlying system as existing in 

some abstract collectivity, rather than a system organizing the interaction between members 

of that collectivity. Taking a different path, those belonging to the generative grammar 

tradition dismissed naturally occurring talk as disorderly and not a valid topic of research in 
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itself (e.g. Chomsky, 1965). Chomsky’s theory of a universal grammar aims to study an “ideal 

speaker-listener, in a completely homogeneous speech-community, who knows its language 

perfectly and is unaffected by […] grammatically irrelevant conditions […] in applying his 

knowledge of the language in actual performance” (Chomsky, 1965, p.3). While one could argue 

that describing “the knowledge of the language” (p.9) present in each individual does in fact 

imply treating language as social (or common) rather than individual, Chomsky and following 

generativists commit to studying an idealized hypothetical system. CA is not primarily a 

linguistic theory, yet language is its object of study. Conversation analysts subscribe to a view 

of language as a social phenomenon, arguing that talk in interaction, i.e. language in use, both 

reflects, produces and reproduces the social world. It follows from this assumption that 

studying language use is highly interesting and relevant, and can contribute to understanding 

the workings of not only language ‘itself’ but also the social contexts it is situated in. The CA 

approach to studying language use in interaction is relevant for both grammar and pragmatics 

in linguistics, as it deals not only with what people say, but also how they say it (cf. grammar) 

and with what consequences for themselves and others (cf. pragmatics). 

 

2.1.2 Sociological theory and context 
 Besides having its ties with the discipline of linguistics, CA is also, and most importantly, 

strongly anchored in the sociological research tradition. The development of CA as social 

theory took place in the context of, and was important for, a constructivist turn in much of the 

social sciences: up until roughly the 1960s, sociological research used positivist methodology 

seeking an objective truth about the social world, assuming that “social processes could be 

understood without reference to the meanings of social action” (Sidnell & Stivers, 2013, 

p.663) and without seeing them in context. Such approaches as CA (but also for example 

Geertz’ (1973) interpretive anthropology) instead consider social action and interaction as 

structurally organized, orderly, meaningful, and produced in context by participants who co-

construct their understanding of each other and the world around them. With that, CA 

suggests that in order to produce knowledge about how social interaction works to organize 

the social world, what is needed is analysis of social processes in context, and as far as 

possible from the perspective of the society’s members.1 

                                                        
1 CA has been criticized for being (too) individualistic, while in fact, it focuses on ’members’ and how they are 
placed in the system, “acting on behalf of the concerted activity”. While it thus studies individual members for 
their behavior, identifying how these individuals organize their interaction can bring us closer to understanding 
how social interaction in general is organized. 
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 Important for this change in theoretical and methodological approach and the development 

of CA initially by Harvey Sacks, Emanuel Schegloff and Gail Jefferson, were the works of 

two sociologists in particular. First, Harold Garfinkel produced a body of research in which he 

argued that “social objects and events are not self-subsistent states of affairs but are actively 

constituted in consciousness” (Stivers & Sidnell, 2013, p.661). In other words: there is no 

objective truth “out there” that is independent of each individual’s experiences, background 

and understanding; rather, the everyday social world is “a matter of ordinary shared sense 

making” (p.661). People, in interacting with each other, have “basic assumptions expectancies 

of everyday life” (Sidnell, 2010, p.8) and the ability to work with those and with each other to 

co-construct an understanding of the world around them: 

 
The expectancies that make up the attitude of everyday life are constitutive of the institutionalized common 
understandings of the practical every-day organization and workings of society as it is seen “from within.” 
Modification of these expectancies must thereby modify the real environments of the societies’ members. 
Such modifications transform one perceived environment of real objects into another environment of real 
objects. 
(Garfinkel, 1964, p.249) 

 

  Sociological research then, may observe how everyday objects and events are recognized 

and acted upon, and from there, using a so-called “documentary method of interpretation” 

(Garfinkel, 1967) describe what the organization of the social world looks like. 

  Second, Erving Goffman (1983) introduced the notion of the “interaction order” as a 

normative and moral institution organizing society. Much of Goffman’s work dealt with “the 

ordinary and extraordinary ways in which people interact with one another” (Sidnell, 2013, 

p.6), specifically through talk. He was interested in how “psychological” phenomena like 

“uneasiness” and degree of involvement characterize human interaction, as well as addressing 

from a more sociological perspective the balance between an underlying structural 

organization and individuals’ behavior in and with it in “situations” (Goffman; 1964, 1957). 

This balance and the way people orient to it was of key interest for Goffman, and it has 

clearly inspired CA’s aim to identify the underlying social structures that people both are 

situated in and construct through their interaction at the same time. 
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2.2 A system for turn-taking in conversation 
2.2.1 Social interaction as meaningful and orderly 

  Inspired by and building on the work of Garfinkel and Goffman, CA was initially 

proposed by Sacks, Schegloff and Jefferson (e.g. 1974) as a model to describe the 

organization of turn-taking in conversation, through which “orderly and intelligible social 

interaction is made possible” (Goodwin & Heritage, 1990, p.283). This system for turn-taking 

in conversation essentially is concerned with turn construction and turn allocation, and a set 

of rules and norms governing their coordination by participants. The fundamentally 

interactional character of conversation allows for its systematic analysis, as CA attempts to 

do. A by-product of way the turn-taking system works is that it provides a resource not only 

for participants to be able to interact in meaningful and cooperative ways, but at the same 

time, their understandings of other turns’ talk are “available as well to professional analysts, 

who are thereby afforded a proof criterion (and a search procedure) for the analysis of what a 

turn’s talk is occupied with” (Sacks, Schegloff & Jefferson, 1974, p.729). In other words: the 

organization of turn-taking in conversation as observable through participants’ interactional 

behavior is a methodological resource for the analyst to identify the underlying organization 

of social interaction. The consequences of this assumption and the way in which CA uses that 

methodological resource will be topic for further discussion in chapter 4 on Methodology – 

for now it suffices to note that the premise for all of CA is that it is possible to get to know 

something about the social world by studying the systematic organization of talk-in-

interaction.  

  Originally dealing primarily with ordinary, everyday conversation – thereof the term 

“conversation” analysis – CA quickly changed its focus to talk-in-interaction in for example 

medical, political, educational, legal and other institutional contexts. Analyzing such 

“institutional talk” and asking how it differs from everyday conversation involves not only 

looking at different data, but it also provides opportunities to identify different phenomena 

and the way institutions are being “talked into being” (Heritage 1984). I further elaborate on 

institutional interaction and police interviews as an instance of it in sections 2.4 and 2.5 

below, introducing some analytical concepts specifically relevant for this context and my 

analysis. Until then, I discuss key concepts in CA that apply to talk-in-interaction across 

settings: to be sure, the underlying structural organization of turn-taking is equally present in 
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all of these, and besides, the distinction between “ordinary conversation” and “institutional 

talk” is not hard-and-fast (Heritage & Clayman, 2010). 

 

2.2.2 Turn construction: TCU as the basic unit 
Turns at talk are built up of one or more turn constructional units (TCU). A TCU is a 

possibly complete sentence, clause, phrase, or one-word construction making relevant a 

potential change of speaker at its end (Schegloff, 2007, p.3-4). Examination of empirical 

conversation material shows that participants begin (or try to begin) next turns not just at any 

point in an ongoing turn, but that such ‘next-turn starts’ occur at ‘possible completion points’ 

of sentences, clauses, phrases, and one-word-constructions (Sacks, Schegloff & Jefferson, 

1974, p.721). Besides their taking grammatical shape as e.g. sentences or phrases, TCUs are 

also organized through phonetic realization and through their constituting “a recognizable 

action in context” (Schegloff, 2007, p.4). Participants orienting to turns at talk as containing 

‘possible completion points’ of recognizable components leads to the observation that turns at 

talk can be built up of one or multiple TCUs. Instances of different unit-types (sentential, 

clausal, phrasal, lexical) “allow a projection of the unit-type under way, and what, roughly, it 

will take for an instance of that unit-type to be completed” (Sacks, Schegloff & Jefferson, 

1974, p.702). Participants thus use these components to coordinate their interaction, and with 

that, the TCU is a key component in the model of turn-taking organization (p.721). 

A speaker, in having a turn, is expected and entitled to produce one TCU, realizing one or 

more actions – some actions being the ‘vehicle’ for implementing others. At the possible 

completion of a first such unit, a potential transfer of speakership becomes relevant. At such a 

‘transition-relevance place’, another speaker may either take over, or the same speaker talks 

past a possible completion by extending the current TCU or producing a new one. Whether 

speaker transfer takes place at the end of a TCU may depend on amongst others the action it 

accomplishes; importantly though, speaker transfer is “coordinated by reference to such 

relevance places, which any unit-type instance will reach” (Sacks, Schegloff & Jefferson, 

1974, p.703). In other words: participants in interaction orient to TCUs as the basic unit of 

conduct and to their possible completion as a relevant moment for one speaker taking over the 

floor from another. 
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2.2.3 Turn allocation: “current-selects-next” or “self-selection” 
  The second component in a model for turn-taking organization then, is the allocation 

of turns. When a speaker produces a turn, how did they come to be in the position to do so 

and with that, be able and expected to act (Schegloff, 2007, p.3)? The distribution of 

opportunities for action between participants in interaction happens by reference to transition-

relevance places, and is organized by a set of rules and norms to which the participants orient. 

As discussed above, speaker transition becomes relevant at the possible completion of a TCU, 

but does not necessarily take place. A TCU that approaches a possible point of completion 

may realize an action that serves to select a next speaker to provide some kind of response. In 

this case, that next speaker is expected to produce the next turn, starting at the first transition-

relevance place that comes up. If, alternatively, a turn does not select a next speaker, then any 

participant may self-select to produce the next turn at its possible completion (Schegloff, 

2007, p.4). If at the possible completion of the turn neither other-selection nor self-selection 

has taken place, the current speaker can continue past this point to extend the just-prior TCU 

or produce a new one (Sacks, Schegloff & Jefferson, 1974, p.704). When the current speaker 

thus holds the floor, the same logic applies at the next possible completion of a TCU: again, 

the action that TCU realizes may either select a next speaker, it may leave the floor open for 

self-selection, or it may again be followed up on by the same speaker – this going on until 

speaker change is effected at some point. These rules are ordered in the sense that other-

selection applies first, followed by the possibility of self-selection, while current speaker 

continuing their turn is the last option both in terms of time – if 1 and 2 do not happen first, 

then 3 can happen – and in terms of preference – it is normally expected that 1 and 2 apply 

regularly, or at some point, in the conversation, in order to maintain a balance between the 

participants (Sidnell, 2010). 

The system for speaker transition just described is based on observations from obvious 

instances like questions selecting their addressee to speak next and produce a relevant 

response. These cases suggest that the allocation of turns is somehow organized through next-

speaker selection. It follows from that observation that there may be other techniques that are 

not immediately obvious but similarly work to allocate turns among participants in 

conversation. Identifying such other allocation techniques, roughly grouped as either ‘current 

selects next’ or ‘self-selection’ (Sacks, Schegloff & Jefferson, 1974, p.716), is relevant for the 

analysis of conversation data because it makes visible how participants in interaction 

negotiate over who gets to talk. As suggested above, the allocation of turns is not fixed 
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beforehand nor is it coincidental: It follows certain norms about the participation and roles of 

both parties in conversation. 

 Specifically interesting for institutional interaction and an asymmetrical context like the 

police interview is the role that social or institutional identities play in turn allocation. As 

Sacks, Schegloff and Jefferson (1974) suggested early on, introducing this element into the 

analysis of conversation is problematic in the sense that CA views institutional context and 

roles as not pre-determined but being “talked into being” (Heritage 1984; Heritage & 

Clayman, 2010). Making assumptions about the distribution of opportunities for action in talk 

as specified in advance based on who participants are would move away from the data-driven 

character of CA. However, if we instead of seeing social identities as static and given, ask 

how participants make relevant their identities in interaction, this can give us further insight 

into how turn allocation techniques work to select next speakers in institutional contexts and 

thus what opportunities each speaker comes to have to participate in the conversation. In 2.4 

below I further discuss how next-speaker selection works for the organization of turn-taking 

in institutional interaction. 

2.3 Sequence organization in interaction 
2.3.1 Introduction to sequence organization 

  As introduced above, CA aims to describe the organization of turn-taking in conversation 

and analyze how it makes possible orderly social interaction. Turns are the basic unit of 

conversation, and their distribution among participants in interaction takes place within an 

“economy” of opportunities to speak (Sacks, Schegloff & Jefferson, 1974, p.701). How turns 

get distributed, how long they last and in which order they go, is not pre-specified, although it 

is governed by certain rules and social or institutional norms. Participants in interaction orient 

to rules and norms and the basic components of a system for turn-taking. That system, the 

description of which is at the core of CA research, encompasses the fundamental structures of 

conversation: turn construction, turn allocation and their organizing conversation into 

adjacency pairs and sequences (Schegloff, 2007). 

  Sequences are not the only form for sequential organization of conversation, yet for 

my analysis here they are particularly relevant because I examine how participants in the 

interviews orient to their own and each other’s just-prior and next actions and show in their 

interpretation whether they understand an utterance as an announcement, an offer, a question, 

an answer, or something else even. In addition to sequence organization, turn-taking is also a 
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relevant form of sequential organization, in that it “concerns the relative ordering of speakers, 

of turn-constructional units, and of different types of utterance” (Schegloff, 2007, p.2) and 

thus directs attention to how turns get distributed among the different participants. It was 

suggested above that both sequences and turn-taking are organized through the construction 

and allocation of turns, and that speaker transfer may occur at transition-relevance places 

following a TCU that performs some kind of action that selects a next speaker. In this way, 

the concepts introduced in the previous sections are all of relevance for my analysis of suspect 

participation in rights communication and the interactional behavior surrounding it. 

 

2.3.2 Adjacency pairs and action formation 
 A sequence is, according to Schegloff (2007, p.9) “a course of action implemented 

through talk”, or a “vehicle for getting some activity accomplished” (p.2). The components 

introduced earlier – the TCU as a unit of conduct and its function in next-speaker selection – 

together form “the central organizing format for sequences: the adjacency pair” (Schegloff, 

2007, p.4). Any sequence may last over many turns, but can be thought of as built up out of 

elementary adjacency pairs, basic examples of which would be a question-answer or offer-

acceptance sequence. In their minimal form, adjacency pairs are (a) composed of two turns; 

(b) by different speakers; (c) adjacently placed after one another; (d) relatively ordered in 

“first-pair-parts” (FPP) and “second-pair-parts” (SPP); and (e) they compose pair types, so 

that not any SPP can follow any FPP (Schegloff, 2007, p.13). In CA, the notion of the 

adjacency pair is closely related to action formation: it follows from those features (a)-(e) that 

any FPP projects some type of SPP and with that, “maps onto the next turn an expectation of 

the action (or action alternatives) it ought to perform” (Levinson, 2013, p.107) (see below in 

2.3.3). 

Through turns at talk, speakers realize one or multiple actions. CA asks a fundamental 

question about any action, or any component of any action: why that now? In response to that 

question, CA “examines what the action does in relation to the preceding action(s), and what 

it projects about the succeeding action(s)” (Heritage & Clayman, 2010, p.14). Analysis of 

conversation shows that speakers design utterances that both: 

(1) are context-shaped orienting to the existing context, the previous action(s) and the 

preceding talk; 

(2) are context-renewing and project a or multiple relevant next action(s); and 
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(3) show speakers’ intersubjective understanding and interpretation of prior and next 

actions (see for example Drew 2013; Heritage & Clayman 2010). 

 CA analyses are thus “analyses simultaneously of action, context management, and 

intersubjectivity, because all three of these features are simultaneously, if tacitly, the objects 

of the actors’ actions” (Heritage & Clayman, 2010, p.15). The resources and procedures for 

designing utterances in this way are socially shared and are governed by certain social norms, 

so that if speakers depart from them, they will be held accountable. 

2.4 Institutional Conversation Analysis 
2.4.1 Institutional interaction as a research focus 

  While CA initially took ordinary conversation as its subject of analysis, much of later 

work focuses on talk in institutional contexts and how this systematically differs from 

ordinary conversation. Such “institutional talk” occurs in many different forms in a large 

variety of settings and contexts, including for example talk in doctor-patient interaction, news 

and political communication, teacher-student interaction and throughout the course of the 

legal process. While it is difficult to define in general terms, institutional talk is typically 

characterized by a “discrepancy in experience between professionals (…) and lay persons” 

(Heritage & Clayman, 2010, p.49) and is recognizable by participants orienting towards its 

distinction from ordinary conversation. In other words: they behave and speak differently and 

co-construct the institutional context as different from other contexts, thereby “talking the 

institution into being” (Heritage, 1984; Heritage & Clayman, 2010). The legal context, 

specifically the police interview, has many of the same characteristics as other institutional 

settings, including power and knowledge asymmetries and a specific turn-taking system; yet, 

legal interactions are, together with for example asylum interviews, (even more than others) 

“highly charged communicative event[s] with extreme consequences for participants” 

(Ehrlich & Romaniuk, 2013, p.462). In 2.5 below I discuss forensic linguistic research on 

police-suspect interaction, which recognizes the distinctiveness of the legal context and 

pursues the aim of (critically) applying and investigating linguistic evidence for social justice. 

Here it suffices to view police-suspect interaction as a form of institutional interaction and 

review what implications that might have for its analysis. 

 Heritage and Clayman (2010) summarize the relevance in this context of the why that 

now? question that is so central to CA, and the ambition of institutional CA to understand 

how talk-in-interaction functions to talk institutions into being: 
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Our “Why that now?” question can be used to ask questions about why particular words were chosen, why 
turns were designed that way, how and why particular sequences were built, and how and why the phases 
of the interaction took the exact form that they did. In the process, we start to understand the constraints 
under which institutional participants operate, how the participants situate themselves within the institution, 
and how they build and rebuild their institutional contexts within a framework of agency and constraint. 
(Heritage & Clayman, 2010, p.50) 

 

 In their seminal work on institutional talk, Drew and Heritage (1992) suggest that 

participants’ orientation to the institutional context becomes visible in the following ways: 

 
1. Institutional interaction involves an orientation by at least one of the participants to some core goal, task  

or identity (or set of them) conventionally associated with the institution in question. In short, 
institutional talk is normally informed by goal orientations of a relatively restricted conventional form. 

2. Institutional interaction may often involve special and particular constraints on what one or both of the  
 participants will treat as allowable contributions to the business at hand. 
3. Institutional talk may be associated with inferential frameworks and procedures that are particular to  
 specific institutional contexts. 
(Drew and Heritage, 1992, p.20, my italics) 

 

 CA research addresses the distinctiveness of institutional contexts as opposed to everyday 

conversation at several levels, including overall structural organization, sequence 

organization, turn design, lexical choices and epistemological and other forms of asymmetry 

(Drew & Heritage, 1992, p.28-29; Heritage & Clayman, 2010, p.36). Importantly, and 

governing those other structures of organization, some kinds of institutional interaction 

involve “very specific and systematic transformations in conversational turn-taking 

procedures (…) [which] have the potential to alter the parties’ opportunities of action, and to 

recalibrate the interpretation of almost every aspect of the activities that result” (Heritage & 

Clayman, 2010, p.37). One such system is characterized by “action (or “turn-type”) pre-

allocation” (p.37), which restricts the parties’ allowable contributions to for example only 

asking vs. only answering questions. The police interview is, together with such contexts as 

news interviews and courtroom procedures, a strong example of an action or “turn-type” pre-

allocation system for turn-taking: police-suspect interactions show an orientation by both 

participants to the types of contributions they are expected and allowed to make. That is, 

police officers control the agenda, give procedural information and ask questions, while 

suspects follow instructions, provide personal details and answer questions. 

 As I suggested in 2.2.3 on turn allocation, turns are not pre-fixed in their form, length, 

content, and so on, not either by virtue of the institutional context they are designed in. This 

context does, however, become relevant as the “turn-taking and the organization of actions 
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into sequences are tightly interwoven in the normative organization” (Sidnell, 2013, p.250) of 

for example the police interview. Although police officers produce long and complex multi-

unit turns, suspects usually refrain from answering until a recognizable question has been 

produced – as is also common in for example the institutional context of news interviews 

(Clayman & Heritage, 2002). This type of normative organization is something participants 

orient to in their interaction, as testified by the fact that deviations from these norms are 

treated as breaches, are vulnerable to sanctions and result in interactional trouble (Sidnell 

2010, p.250; Heritage & Clayman, 2010, 39). Through that, the existence of such a specific 

turn-taking system is “identifiable” in interaction and its investigation an important step in the 

analysis of institutional interaction. 

 

2.4.2 Key themes in institutional Conversation Analysis 
I introduce here briefly some key topics that have been studied in CA research in 

institutional contexts. This is meant to give a short overview as well as discussing some 

relevant studies dealing with other institutional contexts than the legal one. The topics I 

review here are (a) asymmetry in interaction; (b) division of interactional space and 

participation; (c) institutional language, complexity and grammar; and (d) understanding 

problems and second-language interaction. In section 2.5 afterwards, I will then elaborate on 

those phenomena that are specifically relevant for my analysis of police interviews and how 

these have been studied in the legal context. 

 

Asymmetry in interaction 

  A central theme in institutional CA research is the asymmetrical character of institutional 

interaction. Where everyday conversation may be considered “symmetrical” – although see 

Linell and Luckmann (1991) for the argument that no conversation is ever fully symmetrical – 

institutional interaction departs from a standard of “equal participation” between speakers 

(Drew & Heritage, 1992, p.47-48). Much of CA work on asymmetry has focused on medical 

settings, arguing early on that the asymmetry in doctor-patient interaction is not pre-

determined or an effect of institutional structures, rules or resources, but rather, that 

participants in their interaction produce these asymmetries at a detailed, turn-by-turn level, 

“talking the institution into being” (Heritage, 1984, p.290; Maynard, 1991; Ten Have, 1991). 

  First, asymmetry between participants in institutional interaction arises amongst others 

from the organization of much of the interaction between participants according to a question-
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answer pattern. In such contexts, “there may be little perceived opportunity for the layperson 

to take the initiative (…) and professionals may gain a measure of control over the 

introduction of topics and hence of the “agenda” for the occasion” (Drew and Heritage, 1992, 

p.49). It may thus be difficult for laypersons to participate in the conversation at own 

initiative, as they are considered to be restricted to providing answers and not free to design 

their own turns; or, in other words, the action or turn-type for their turns is pre-allocated. 

Also, besides being restricted in the type of contributions they can make, they usually do not 

get to decide when they make them either. At the same time, professionals may also find 

themselves limited to produce a particular type of turns (e.g. questions) while not producing 

others (e.g. evaluations like “oh really”) (Heritage & Clayman, 2010, p.38). Returning to the 

suggestion earlier that asymmetry is produced in interaction, these restrictions and rules are 

not pre-determined and externally given by the institutional context, but participants orient to 

them at a turn-by-turn level in interaction. That does not mean that asymmetries do not 

“exist”, but it does mean that it is possible for participants to “act more or less in accord with 

institutional expectation, that is, in a more or less “asymmetrical” or “formal” way, [which] 

can be exploited by them to create specific kinds of episodes and to achieve analyzable 

interactional effects” (Ten Have, 1991, p.159). 

  Second, asymmetry in institutional interaction is also tied to the level of knowledge on 

either participant’s side. Research into this topic in medical settings for example shows how 

participants orient to medical knowledge as belonging to the professional, and to the 

professional only (Drew & Heritage, 1992). Patients normally refrains from claiming access 

to medical knowledge, even if they do have some, through for example “tentative or uncertain 

use of medical terminology” (Drew & Heritage, 1992, p.50) thus leaving the doctor 

responsible for possessing the relevant knowledge and using such terminology. 

  A third element of asymmetry in institutional interaction is related to often standardized 

and procedural ways of working. An individual for whom their case is personal and unique 

will, in their dealing with an institution and institutional representatives, be met with an 

organizational perspective that treats them as a “routine case”, or a representative of a certain 

social or medical “group” (Drew & Heritage, 1992, p.50-51).  For the lay person, an 

interaction between them and an institutional representative may possibly have enormous 

personal, social or economic consequences: its outcome could for them be a conviction, the 

rejection of an application to welfare benefits, or the start of a critical treatment. For the 

professional in the meantime, their interaction with some individual is the mere execution of a 

task connected to their job, and they will not suffer any personal consequences from anything 
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that may happen in this particular conversation. This form of asymmetry puts pressure on the 

conversation, and participants will have different goal orientations tied to their position in it, 

one participant seeking an as positive as possible outcome that fits their specific, unique 

situation, another participant seeking an outcome that is according to the rules and procedures 

and fits the “type” of situation, problem, and so on. 

  Asymmetry in institutional interaction is thus manifest in different ways and at various 

levels, and it has consequences for amongst others the division of interactional space between 

the participants and the layperson’s active participation in the conversation. I return to how 

asymmetry is manifested in police investigative interviews below in section 2.5. 

 

Division of interactional space and participation 

  It follows from the elements discussed above and my earlier comments on specific turn-

taking systems that the professional in an institutional interaction usually controls the floor 

and makes decisions about who gets to speak when, for how long and about what. For the 

layperson’s participation in the conversation, this means that they normally have little 

opportunity to take initiative and produce their own turns when they want it, to talk about 

what they want, and realize any action they want to realize. This dynamic is also visible in 

that overlaps and interruptions by the layperson are treated normatively and they are 

vulnerable to sanctions (e.g. Heritage, 2005). Both participants orient to this unequal division 

of rights to decide on the agenda and to influence the development of the talk and the course 

of the interaction. Participants may use those rights by producing “first actions” in adjacency 

pairs (Schegloff, 1968), like questions or requests, setting the topical and action agenda and 

limiting what action the other speaker is expected and allowed to produce next. In 

conversation data, we can observe that professionals in institutional talk normally are 

assumed to and claim to have such rights and produce first-pair parts, whereas laypersons 

usually produce second-pair parts in alignment with the action-type initiated by the prior turn 

(Heritage & Clayman, 2010; Drew & Heritage, 1992). 

  For laypersons in institutional interaction, taking initiative and actively participating in 

the conversation is usually contingent on their being given the opportunity to do so by the 

professional who controls the topical agenda and normally produces first actions. Much 

research on this phenomenon has been done in medical settings, examining whether, when 

and how patients make contributions in their interactions with doctors. Robinson (2003) 

argues for the importance of examining the structural organization of doctor-patient 

interaction in explaining low levels of participation by patients. Whereas studies have 



20 
 

explored such features as people “taking the patient role”, them being affected by fear and 

uncertainty or lacking the knowledge and understanding of medical terminology and 

procedures, interaction-based explanations have been less common (Robinson, 2003; for later 

examples see Cegala, Street & Clinch, 2007; Collins, Britten & Ruusuvuori, 2007; Kendrick 

& Drew, 2016). Such studies argue that patients’ lack of opportunities and low participation 

are not necessarily “evidence of an unequal distribution, or asymmetry, of authority or power 

in physician-patient visits,” (Robinson, 2003, p.51) but rather, that such asymmetry is 

produced locally in sequence-by-sequence interaction by doctors and patients who orient to 

their own and each other’s roles, rights and obligations as normative for that specific context. 

It follows from this observation that “interventions” by participants in the way they produce 

utterances – through for example conversation training – may have consequences for 

participation (Robinson, 2003, p.46), and that such interventions can be done at a local 

interactional level through for example turn design. 

  These findings and their implications can be translated to other institutional contexts 

including the police interview and other legal contexts, in which participation from laypersons 

like suspects, witnesses or victims is of key importance to the investigative process.  

 

Institutional language, complexity and grammar 

  It is common for professionals in institutional interaction to use complex terminology and 

procedural language. Laypersons in their encounter with an institution often lack relevant 

knowledge (e.g. knowledge about the law) and are unfamiliar with the procedures regulating 

and informing their or any individual’s encounter with the institution. Beyond laypersons’ 

lack of knowledge and familiarity with the institution, lexical choice and person reference 

(Drew & Sorjonen, 1997; Enfield & Stivers, 2007) are an important and very complex feature 

of institutional talk. In my analysis I will return to the use of particular formulations and 

wordings, as well as person reference distinguishing for example between I/we and the police 

in rights communication. At a more general level, the use of procedural and “general” 

language can work to create distance between the institution and the layperson, as well as 

between the institution and the professional – when through formal, procedural language 

agency and responsibility is ascribed to “the institution” (e.g. a judge referring to the law, or a 

teacher referring to learning goals that they have not set themselves) rather than to the 

professional representing the institution in the conversation. This creates an impersonal and 

unspecific situation in which it is difficult for laypersons lacking the knowledge and language 
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repertoire to contribute to the conversation, participate in what is going on and align with how 

things are being said (e.g. Heydon, 2005). I return to these topics in 2.4 below. 

 

Understanding problems and L2 interaction 

 The combination of features like asymmetry, restrictions on allowable contributions, and 

the use of formal and procedural language influences the co-construction of understanding in 

institutional interactional contexts. As Landmark et al. (2017, p.3) argue about medical 

encounters, a “precondition for accepting or rejecting a proposal is to understand it, and most (…) 

guidelines advise physicians to check and clarify understanding”. In police interviews, similarly, 

suspects are invited to either exercise or waive their legal rights, and their understanding of these 

rights is a precondition for being able to make that decision. The authors continue, “however, 

patients do not necessarily express their lack of understanding, or they may overestimate what 

they have understood, whereas physicians may overestimate the clarity of their own talk, and 

rarely check what patients have actually understood” (Landmark et al., 2017, p.3; see also 

Pavlenko, Hepford & Jarvis, 2019 on the “illusion of understanding”). Achieving understanding 

in a complex institutional encounter may be particularly difficult, and it is an interactional project 

that involves both participants, rather than just one of them explaining something and the other 

confirming or rejecting that they have understood that piece of information. To know whether, or 

better, what, a layperson in an institutional interaction has understood, CA examines the turn-by-

turn unfolding of the conversation to look for interactional “proof”. 

 In order to overcome or prevent problems of understanding, speakers often use pre-emptive 

strategies such as reformulation, simplification, left-dislocation and decomposition (Svennevig et 

al. 2019). Such strategies are known to be common in institutional encounters and especially 

those between first-language (L1) and second-language (L2) speakers, as a way in which L1 

speakers “modify their linguistic and interactional practices to accommodate to the linguistic 

resources of L2 interlocutors” (Svennevig et al., 2019, p.208). In other words, L1 speakers design 

their utterances according to their perception or estimation of L2 speakers’ proficiency, through 

so-called “foreigner talk” (following Ferguson, 1975). 

 In L2 interaction specifically, understanding problems may arise between the participants in 

complex institutional encounters that are characterized by infrequent words and syntactical and 

grammatical complexity. In addition to this, such elements as cultural and language differences 

often contribute negatively to participants’ ability to co-construct understanding and may lead to 

miscommunication. A study by Li (2006) examined simulated intercultural doctor-patient 

encounters for so-called “backchannel responses” (as introduced by Yngve, 1970), which are 

produced by someone else than the main speaker and comparable to minimal responses (e.g. 
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Schegloff, 1981). Backchannel responses like hm, yeah, hmhm, okay (or for Norwegian: ‘hm’, 

‘ja’, ‘hmhm’, ‘okei’) are mostly used as “continuers” and “assessments” (Goodwin, 1986; 

Schegloff, 1981) and function for the listener to indicate to the current speaker that they are 

following and/or understanding what is being said (Li, 2006). This study of Chinese-Canadian 

medical encounters found that the correlations between the use of backchannel responses and 

listener recall scores – used here to measure understanding – were significantly negative. This 

indicates that this type of listener response functions differently in different cultures and/or 

languages, and may as such cause miscommunication between participants in intercultural 

conversations. For police-suspect interviews, in which such minimal responses are very common 

and which often involve nonnative speakers, this is an important finding to take into consideration 

2.5 Forensic linguistics: Discourse analysis and 
previous research 
2.5.1 Introduction to forensic linguistics 
My analysis of rights communication in police investigative interviews is situated within 

the field of forensic linguistics, a discipline concerned with “what legal people do with lay 

people through language, legal texts and legal interaction” (Coulthard & Johnson 2010, p.1). 

Forensic linguistics is a relatively new field of research that works on the application and 

investigation of linguistic evidence in legal contexts. It is broadly divided into three different 

fields, all of which somehow deal with language in a legal setting, while they fall under 

different linguistic disciplines, work on different topics and use different analytical 

approaches. A first approach studies the written language of the law, for example doing 

diachronic analysis of historical legal texts; another examines interaction in the legal process, 

analyzing for example recordings of phone calls or interviews; and a third approach concerns 

the role of linguists as expert witnesses in the legal process (Coulthard & Johnson, 2010, p.7). 

My work here falls within the second area and studies interaction between suspects and police 

officers combining insights from sociological theory and conversation analysis as discussed 

earlier in this chapter and applying these to the institutional context of the police interview. 

Recognizing the distinctiveness of the legal context and pursuing the aim of (critically) 

applying and investigating linguistic evidence for social justice, research into legal interaction 

addresses several themes, including discursive asymmetry (i.e., unequal division of deontic 

rights to decide over who speaks about what and when), the design of interaction for an 

external audience (i.e., police officers’ knowledge of and orientation to the future use of the 



23 
  

interview in court) and the positioning of talk in relation to the institutional and wider social 

context (Ainsworth, 2008; Coulthard & Johnson, 2010). 

Studies of legal interaction point out that most institutional actors (police, judges, lawyers) 

are insufficiently aware of the consequences of such factors for the legal process and their 

role in it: on the contrary, in many cases they hold a language ideology that views language as 

a transparent medium of communication (Ainsworth, 2008) that objectively represents some 

external reality, rather than it being constituted by and constitutive of social reality (cf. my 

earlier discussion of the common sociolinguistic view on language). Such ideology has 

consequences for the way in which language is treated and used in the legal process, and there 

exists a complex connection “between specific language ideologies and unequal treatment of 

particular people in the legal process” (Eades, 2010, p. 243). In other words: underlying 

beliefs held by police officers affect the construction of a police-suspect interview both as an 

interaction in time and space and as an institutionally situated activity (Heydon, 2005, p.3). 

These observations further motivate studying, deconstructing and explicating the 

workings of language and interaction as an important contribution from linguistics to 

achieving more equal treatment in the legal process. 

 

2.5.2 Rights communication in police interviews 
During the past decades, a fair amount of research has been done on interaction in police 

interviews, and specifically on the communication of legal rights. Studies have taken different 

approaches to the question whether suspects understand their legal rights in police interviews, 

addressing both issues of for example asymmetry and participation in conversation, the use of 

“legalese” and/or “policespeak”, the “objective” comprehensibility of particular wordings and 

the intersubjective construction of meaning in interaction. I present a brief overview of 

research into rights communication below. 

 

Asymmetry and suspect participation 

The police interview is obviously a highly asymmetrical context in which one participant 

has physical as well as discursive power over the other, has the authority to control the agenda 

and possesses the legal knowledge that is relevant for the specific situation. In this context, 

suspects have very little opportunity to influence when they get to speak and for how long, 

what topics are relevant, how long the interview will last, and so on. I discussed earlier in 
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2.3.2 how such asymmetry in interaction may affect the interaction between professionals and 

lay persons in institutional settings. 

Findings from studies on police interviewing suggest that being ‘legally naïve’ 

(Ainsworth, 2008) and lacking knowledge of and experience with the legal process 

(Coulthard & Johnson, 2010), severely compromises suspects’ ability to actively and 

knowingly participate in the legal process and secure and promote their own interests. Adding 

to this, members of vulnerable groups are further disadvantaged; take, for example, nonnative 

speakers having to communicate in another language than their mother tongue or through an 

interpreter (Pavlenko, 2008). 

Studies on rights communication further point out that police officers in interviews are 

often not sufficiently aware of the consequences of this asymmetry and those factors 

mentioned just now influencing suspects’ ability to understand their legal rights and more 

generally, to participate and actively contribute to the conversation. As suggested above in 

2.5.1, this is related to a type of language ideology prevailing in the legal system that 

language is a transparent medium of communication used to speak about some objective 

external reality. It follows from such assumption that a suspect in an interview would be both 

able to and allowed to use this medium in a way similar to a police officer, that either 

participant can contribute when and if they want, and that if either one of them says 

something, the other will either understand or not. Thus, if a police officer presents a suspect 

with their legal rights and the suspect confirms that they have understood, then they are 

considered to have understood. My view on language in interaction here suggests instead that 

the participants in a police interview do not have equal access to and power over what is said 

and done. In the interaction between them, “the police interviewer’s role is to question and 

manage the interaction and the interviewee’s to respond, with little opportunity to alter the 

topic or ask questions” (Holt & Johnson, 2010, p.25). These pre-defined roles as well as other 

contextual factors including for example the physical setting in which the interview takes 

place, participants’ unequal access to relevant legal and procedural knowledge, the possible 

consequences of what is said for suspects’ future, all influence suspects’ opportunities and 

ability to participate in the conversation. In my analysis I will return to how asymmetry and 

power in police interviews affects suspect participation for example in the sense that suspects 

are not likely to interpret and treat an utterance as a question or an offer that requires some 

kind of contribution from their side, unless the utterance is designed in a way that explicitly 

leaves them the opportunity or obligation to produce an answer. 
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“Legalese” and “policespeak” 

 Police interviews as an instance of legal interaction are strictly regulated by the law and 

police procedures, especially when it comes to suspects’ legal rights. The Norwegian law text 

provides the content for what police officers have to inform suspects about, while it does not 

specify exactly what to say or how to formulate these legal rights. I return to the legal texts 

regulating the police interview in chapter 3 – for now, the fact that rights communication is a 

legal procedure regulated by and with reference to legal texts is sufficient to discuss how 

spoken interaction is connected to written procedures. 

 The language of the law, or the language used by professionals in the legal system, we call 

“legalese” (Tiersma, 1999; Coulthard & Johnson, 2010, p.23). The term encompasses both 

written language in the law and other legal documents, as well as spoken language used in the 

legal system. For my purposes here, the use of legalese in spoken interaction is relevant. 

Legalese is characterized by technical legal terminology and some further linguistic features, 

including for example an overuse of passives often leaving out the actor (compare “you have 

been informed” vs. “I have informed you”); syntactically complex structures (compare 

“hereunder during the police’s interrogation of you” vs. “also during this interview”); and 

legal lexicon using vague, general and formal language (compare “considerable loss of 

welfare” vs. “losing a lot of money”) (Tiersma, 1999)2. These features distinguish legalese 

from “ordinary talk” and make it more complex and difficult for lay people to understand, 

contributing to their distance to and exclusion from the language used in the legal system. The 

use of such language is also known to be challenging for L2 speakers (Gibbons, 1990, p.235; 

Pavlenko, Hepford & Jarvis, 2019; see also 2.3.3). 

  Police interviews, and specifically the communication of legal rights, are a highly 

regulated activity: the law states what suspects need to be informed of when they enter into an 

interview. This legal text and procedural formulations like those used in teaching material3 

inform what police officers say when they present suspects with their legal rights. In talking 

to suspects, police officers often shift between institutional, legislative language and everyday 

conversational language: a hybrid form that we may call “policespeak” (Johnson, 2006, 

p.667). Phil Hall (2008) writing on that phenomenon shows in a study of police interview 

transcriptions how the function of various elements of police interviews are realized in 

interaction, observing a “relationship between written police guidelines and spoken police 

formulas, one that may not always help communication” (2008, p.93). The elements in an 

                                                        
2 Examples are from my data material. 
3 See chapter 3.2 
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interview, importantly the activity of rights communication, are to a considerable degree 

“performed in a formulaic way, using set phrases and expressions” (Gibbons & Turell, 2008, 

p.2) that stays close to the law text and other procedural documents. The relationship between 

written legal texts and guidelines and spoken language in interaction is also addressed by 

Heydon (2005), who suggests that some types of utterances, especially those in the beginning 

and end of the interview, can be “traced back to the legislative requirements” (p.5) which thus 

forms the institutional background for police officers’ language use. Police officers thus use 

both legislative and conversational language in their conversations with suspects. In my 

analysis in chapter 5, a main topic of interest will be the use of legal and procedural 

formulations – examples of legalese and policespeak – and police officers reformulating, 

explaining and contextualizing these to more concrete, everyday language adapted to a ‘here-

and-now you-and-me context’. 

 

Comprehension and L2: From testing wordings and syntax to a focus on interaction 

Early linguistic interest in the delivery, either orally, written or both, of so-called “rights 

texts” (following Rock, 2007) was mostly concerned with their syntactic structure and 

comprehensibility. These studies employ experimental and quantitative methods to address 

and assess the comprehensibility of police cautions in a variety of jurisdictions (e.g. Brière, 

1978; Gibbons, 1990, 1994, 2001; Li, 2006; Rogers et al., 2008; Eastwood, Snook & Chaulk, 

2010; Chaulk, Eastwood & Snook, 2014; Innes & Erlam, 2018; Pavlenko, Hepford & Jarvis, 

2019). Findings show that in overwhelmingly many cases suspects or test persons do not 

understand their legal rights as presented to them either in writing or orally – that is, they are 

not able to reproduce them or answer correctly to questions about the content of these rights 

texts. Innes and Erlam (2018) for example, designed a series of tests to assess how well first- 

and second-language speakers understood information about legal rights both when it was 

read out to them, and when they read it themselves. The results indicated that second-

language speakers of English scored significantly lower on these tests than did native 

speakers. Also native speakers – in this test represented by individuals with an above-average 

level of education – had difficulties understanding some of the information (p.39). Pavlenko, 

Hepford and Jarvis (2019) further add that in addition to L2 participants in their experiment 

not understanding their rights, they were often unaware that they did not understand, and 

“using linguistic resources at their disposal these advanced L2 speakers constructed 

alternative meanings that created an illusion of understanding.” (Pavlenko, Hepford & Jarvis, 

2019, p.181). 
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Results from such experimental studies “reinforce the need to ask whether people are 

being given their rights if they cannot understand them,” (Rock, 2007, p.21) and also suggest 

that what happens interactionally besides just reciting rights texts may possibly function to 

identify, address, overlook or ignore understanding problems. Studies addressing these 

concerns, while not sufficient to grasp the complexity of rights communication in practice, are 

useful for predicting, testing and explaining whether, when and why understanding problems 

may arise in interaction. 

Rock (2007) in her study of police interviews in the UK goes beyond such concerns as 

wordings and syntactic complexity, investigating instead “the processes and practices of 

presenting and explaining rights” (Rock, 2007, p.1). Taking a sociolinguistic approach, she 

problematizes “restrictive notions of comprehension and comprehensibility” (p.12) focusing 

on real-life instances of rights delivery and meaning-making between police officers and 

suspects in context. Rock’s (2007) study and others with a similar approach (e.g. Ainsworth, 

2008; Haworth 2006) suggest that the communication of rights in police interviews involves 

much more than just the form of words or syntactic structure. Rather, participants in 

interaction engage in the process of rights communication by “reassuring, persuading, making 

suggestions, empathizing, learning, presenting identity, and showing affiliation” (Eades 2011, 

p.386). Studying the communication of rights in the interview context rather than considering 

rights texts as isolated from their use in practice, recognizes that it is impossible to remove the 

interviewer’s influence. It moves the focus “from what words an interviewer uses in asking a 

question to how their question functions in the interaction [giving] rise to a more realistic and 

sophisticated understanding of what is happening in that interview and how it relates to the 

wider contexts and purposes of the interview” (Grant et al. 2016, p.364-365). Analysis of 

these practices shows how the interactional realization of legal procedures plays an important 

role in achieving a fair interview process and in turn, may contribute to social justice. Most 

work on the process of presenting and explaining legal rights has been done in English-

speaking countries, on scripted rights texts, importantly the Miranda warning (e.g. Haworth, 

2006; Ainsworth, 2008; Pavlenko, 2008) – for differences with the Norwegian context see 

2.4.3 below. 

In police interviews, there may be “a number of reasons why detainees might claim to 

understand the caution and yet be unable to demonstrate this understanding. These reasons 

include conversational preference for agreeing to such a [comprehension-checking] question, 

as well as psychological issues of acquiescence, and institutional pressures on detainees to say 

that they understand” (Rock, 2007, p.138, my italics; Eades, 2004). While there thus are good 
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reasons for police officers to secure understanding of legal rights by seeking for more 

evidence than a claim for understanding or even the absence of problem indicators or 

questions, this is difficult in practice because “both parties tend to see a comprehension 

checking question […] as a face threatening act which amounts to a challenge to the detainee” 

(Rock, 2007, p.141). 

 

2.5.3 Research on police interviewing in Norway 
Most research on the process of presenting and explaining legal rights has dealt with 

scripted versions of these rights as they are used in many jurisdictions. These studies focus 

mostly on cautioning in police interviewing in English-speaking countries through for 

example the Miranda warning (e.g. Haworth, 2006; Ainsworth, 2008; Pavlenko, 2008). In 

Norway, the context for rights communication is slightly different, in the sense that the legal 

rights suspects are to be informed about are not written as scripted text which needs to be read 

out to or read by suspects in police interviews. Instead, the law regulates that suspects need to 

“be informed about” (‘gjøres kjent med’) certain legal rights, which individual police officers 

then may formulate as they want, or as they deem appropriate in an interview context. I 

further elaborate on the legal basis for these rights in the relevant laws and regulations in 

chapter 3, but for now, this fact makes the relevance of looking at the interactional realization 

of this procedure even greater. Not only is the interaction surrounding the written or oral 

delivery important (as in those previous studies discussed above), but even more so, the 

delivery of legal rights themselves is not standardized and thus subject to individual 

interpretation and variation across police officers and interviews. 

Interviewing practices in the Norwegian police have been the topic of a few studies in 

recent years, both from police “insiders” (Rachlew, 1999; 2003; Rui, 2009; Myklebust, 2010; 

Bjerknes, 2019; Jakobsen, 2019), and from “outsiders” taking for example a language 

perspective (Gunnerød, 2005; Riis-Johansen, 2013). I briefly discuss some of these below. 

My analysis of suspect interviews is placed within the Norwegian legal context and is 

informed by this earlier research, while specifically the delivery of legal rights to suspects has 

not been studied before. 

Asbjørn Rachlew's (1999; 2003) research has played an important role in the development 

of interviewing practice in the Norwegian police. He addressed the large variation between 

individual police officers and across various interview instances in terms of the interviewers' 

appoach to suspects, questioning techniques, the delivery of legal rights, and so on, and 
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suggested that it may be explained by a lack of formal interviewing training. Officers at the 

time would mostly ‘learn by doing’ and learn from their more experienced colleagues. Ever 

since, Rachlew has been involved in developing education and training programs and in 

general improving interviewing practice in the police - I return to this in chapter 3.2 on police 

education. 

 Dealing with the same topic as well as with police methods in general, Trond 

Myklebust (e.g. 2010) has argued that research on police interviewing should, and now to 

some extent does, pay increased attention from studying interview training and “how 

interviews should be done to the way in which the implementation of knowledge should 

happen in practice” (p. 73, my translation). Myklebust also suggests that a focus on language 

is important in interviewing and small, specific changes in how a question is formulated can 

have an effect for better quality in interviewing, much in line with what this thesis aims to 

achieve in terms of practice implications. He further proposes that in order for the quality of 

interviewing to improve, a focus on investigators and their role as individuals is necessary, 

rather than only taking the generic, overall organizational perspective. 

 Another contribution from an “insider” comes from Ole Thomas Bjerknes (2019) in a 

master’s thesis on police officers’ interpretation of their obligation to inform suspects about 

the nature of a case (‘mistenkt skal gjøres kjent med saken’4). He concludes that in many 

cases, interviewers are focused on what is best for the investigation, by for example not 

saying too much in fear for giving suspects information that they can use in their advantage, 

rather than considering the importance of legal rights for the protection of suspects. Bjerknes 

(2019) also points out that the law texts regulating suspects’ right to be informed of the nature 

of the case do not specify how this right should be balanced against the effectiveness of the 

investigation process (p.4). The findings in this study suggest that there is work to be done on 

the safeguarding of fundamental human rights in this context, also when it comes to other 

legal rights and the execution of the interview in general. 

 Jakobsen (2019) in a study of witness interview recordings deals with the topic of 

empathy and asks how police officers respond to and interact with their interviewees. She 

suggests that the concept of “empathy”, which is part of the official interview training 

manuals (see also chapter 3.2), is difficult to define and operationalize, and that it might be 

useful to search for different terms and specify what type of “behavior” is actually recquired 

and appropriate in and for the police interview (Jakobsen, 2019, p.14). 

                                                        
4 Straffeprosessloven (1981) §243.  
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 A final relevant contribution takes a perspective much more similar to my project 

here: Riis-Johansen (2013) uses a CA approach to study recordings of interviews with victims 

and describes amongst others the structuring and organization of these conversations into 

different phases, and the “balancing act” between legal requirements and interactional needs 

in especially the introductory phase of the interview. My analysis in this thesis addresses 

some of the same topics, yet I deal with suspect interviews instead, and focus only on one 

aspect of one moment in the interview: suspect participation in the rights communication 

phase. 

 The studies introduced here have approached the topic of police interviewing from 

various angles, many of them arguing that further research should address actual “live” 

interview practices rather than the rules and procedures surrounding it, should focus on the 

communication and protection of legal rights, and its outcomes should then be used to 

improve interviewing practices in the police. My study here seeks to contribute to those goals. 
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3 Background and legal context 
 With the previous chapter introducing conversation analysis as the theoretical 

framework, research on institutional interaction and the legal context specifically, I will here 

provide some formal and legal background for my analysis. The sections in this chapter 

introduce the police interview as a genre and its function in the legal process; police education 

and interview training; as well as reviewing the procedural and legislative formulations that 

regulate the police interview – and that police officers may use in their interaction with 

suspects. 

3.1 The police investigative interview 
3.1.1 History and function 

 The investigative interview plays an important role in the investigation process as 

regulated by law (Straffeprosessloven [Criminal Procedure Act], 1981, § 226, § 92 and § 55): 

it is a part of any investigation, and functions for the police to gather information and for the 

suspect to be able to tell their side of the story and repudiate the charges raised against them 

(§ 92, section 1). The form and aim of police interviewing has changed quite a bit over the 

course of history, both in Norway and elsewhere, from being aimed more or less explicitly at 

obtaining a confession to seeking to gather information that is true, necessary, and relevant for 

the investigation of a crime (e.g. Myklebust, 2010; Grant et al., 2016). Research and practice 

shows that until in the 1990s, investigation was often muddled by a so-called “confirmation 

bias”, where police and prosecutors “commit to a theory during early stages of an 

investigation and ignore evidence that someone other than the person under investigation may 

have committed the crime” (Fadden & Solan, 2016, p.221). In recent years, interviewing 

techniques and practice and the interview as a communicative event rather than just a legal 

procedure, have received increased attention in police education, and the investigative 

interview is intended to have a more objective function in the investigation process. The 

objective function of the investigative interview is understood to be based in legal, scientific 

and experience-based knowledge on objective information gathering (Bjerknes & Fahsing, 

2018, p.17-18 and p.223). In order for the interview to be conducted in an as objective as 

possible way, witnesses and suspects should be given the opportunity to make a statement “in 

a manner designed to obtain as coherent an account as possible of the matter to which the 

charge relates” (Straffeprosessloven, 1981, § 92). The police’s use of phase models for 
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interviewing (see below) is intended to secure this aim by specifying the functions of different 

phases and upholding an objective approach to the interview and to the person interviewed. 

 

3.1.2 Police education and training 
  In the Norwegian police, all officers go through a three-year bachelor’s education at the 

Norwegian Police University College (NPUC, ‘Politihøyskolen’) in which they are educated 

generalists, that is, each officer is supposed to be able to execute most investigative tasks 

(Myklebust, 2010; Bjerknes & Fahsing, 2018). This means that all police officers regularly 

conduct interviews. This approach stands in contrast to police education in many other 

jurisdictions, where it is common to specialize early on or from the start, so that not every 

police officer is trained to conduct interviews (for comparisons, see Oxburgh et al., 2016a). 

The NUPC offers three postgraduate study programs for further specialization in and 

certification for interviewing (1) adult witnesses, victims and suspects; (2) children between 6 

and 16 years old; and (3) preschool children and mentally disabled persons. 

  In earlier years, training and practice in investigative interviewing was mostly 

experience-based, and new police officers would often turn to their more senior colleagues 

and learn interviewing techniques by doing. As pointed out earlier, the approach to 

interviewing practice has changed during the past decades and with that, more formal 

education has been established. Interview training in the Norwegian police today is guided by 

the so-called KREATIV model, which builds on the British PEACE model (Milne & Bull, 

1999). KREATIV addresses six moments in the investigative interview: 
 

   Kommunikasjon (communication) 

   Rettssikkerhet (rule of law) 

   Etikk og empati (ethics and empathy) 

   Aktiv bevisstgjøring (awareness raising) 

   Tillit gjennom åpenhet (trust through openness) 

   Informasjon (information) 

   Vitenskapelig forankring (scientific anchoring) 
 

  Both in the bachelor’s program and in advanced postgraduate training, a more detailed 

phase model is used that builds on PEACE and KREATIV. It describes the principles and 

techniques that apply to investigative interviewing, and forms a guideline for how to conduct 

interviews. 
 



33 
  

   

 

  The phase model, its first three phases depicted here in Figure 1, and the KREATIV 

model have been used in both in-service investigative interviewing training programs (since 

2001), and in the bachelor’s education in Policing at the NUPC (since 2012). It aims to help 

police officers in conducting interviews with witnesses, victims and suspects in an objective 

and structured way, so that the information gathered in these interviews is accurate and 

reliable. Relevant as context for my thesis here is first and foremost the second phase in the 

model: establishing rapport and introduction, in which ground rules are explained, contact is 

established, and which includes the communication of legal rights. Phase 3, free and coherent 

statement, is the next item on the agenda after rights communication. In my analysis the 

transition to this following phase will become relevant in some of the examples. The model 

guides police officers in their conversations with suspects, and together with the relevant laws 

and procedures as introduced below, it forms the basis for interviewing practice in the 

Norwegian police (Jakobsen, Fahsing & Ross Af Hjelmsäter, 2016; Bjerknes & Fahsing, 

2018). 

Figure 1 Interview phase model, phase 1-3 (Bjerknes & Fahsing, 2018, p.195, my translation) 

Preparation and planning 
Criminal case, proof burden, hypotheses and 

processual requirements 
 Physical and mental preparations 

Establishing contact and introduction 

Empathy, metacommonucation, case, 
formailities, and introduction 

Free and coherent statement 

Open questions, notes and active listening 
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3.2 The law 
3.2.1 Regulation of legal rights 

  The Norwegian law specifies the role of the police in the legal process, as well as stating 

rules and procedures regulating the police interview. The two most important texts in this 

context are the Criminal Procedure Act (Straffeprosessloven, 1981) and Prosecution 

Instructions (Påtaleinstruksen, 1985), both of which apply to the police interview, the Act 

setting out the broad legal principles and the Prosecution Instructions providing so-called 

subsidiary legislation, which dictates how the provisions of the Act are applied. I introduce 

here the formulations in the law of those paragraphs that regulate the provision of legal rights 

to suspects: my analysis in chapter 5 refers to these law texts at several points and it is 

therefore useful to mention them here. Relevant phrases are marked in bold. 
 
 Straffeprosessloven (1981) [Criminal Procedure Act, translation: UiO Faculty of Law] 
 - § 232, sections 1 and 2 - 

Before a suspect is examined, he shall be informed of the nature of the case, and that he is not 
obliged to make a statement. 
If he is willing to make a statement, he shall be encouraged to tell the truth. 
 
Original: 
Før det foretas avhør av mistenkte, skal han gjøres kjent med hva saken gjelder, og at han ikke har 
plikt til å forklare seg. 
Er han villig til å gi forklaring, oppfordres han til å forklare seg sannferdig. 

 

 Påtaleinstruksen (1985) [Prosecution Instructions, my translation] 
- § 8-1 Opplysninger som skal gis ved avhør [Information to be given in interviews], section 1, 2 - 
Before interrogation of the suspect begins, he shall be informed of the nature of the case and of 
indictment if applicable. He shall be informed that he is not obliged to make a statement. 
The suspect shall in addition be informed that he has the right to be assisted by a defense lawyer at 
his own choice at any stage of the case, hereunder during the police’s interrogation of him. The 
suspect shall be asked who he wants to be assigned as his public defender when he is entitled to such 
defender. 
 
Original: 
Før det foretas avhør av mistenkte, skal han gjøres kjent med hva saken gjelder og med eventuell 
siktelse. Han skal gjøres kjent med at han ikke har plikt til å forklare seg. 
Mistenkte skal dessuten gjøres kjent med at han har rett til å la seg bistå av forsvarer etter eget 
valg på ethvert trinn av saken, herunder ved politiets avhør av ham. Siktede bør spørres om hvem 
han ønsker oppnevnt som sin offentlige forsvarer når han har krav på slik forsvarer. 

  

- § 8-2 Gjennomføringen av avhøret [Conducting of the interview] - 

 If the suspect is willing to make a statement, he is encouraged to tell the truth. 
  
 Original: 
 Er mistenkte villig til å forklare seg, oppfordres han til å forklare seg sannferdig. 
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  In addition to these law paragraphs, there are several other legal documents and sources 

that regulate the police interview, most importantly circulars from the Director of Public 

Prosecutions (‘Riksadvokaten’). These documents provide guidelines for police operations. I 

will not discuss all of these separately here, as most of them deal with police interviews in 

general, including for example guidelines for sound and video recording, rather than legal 

rights for suspects specifically. One is worth mentioning though: in a circular from May 2016 

on police interviewing (Riksadvokaten, 2016), police officers’ duty to secure interviewees’ 

understanding of their legal rights is specified: “the information should be correct, adequate 

and sufficient, and the interviewer must secure that the person who is to be interviewed has 

understood the rights” (p.4, my translation). 

 

3.2.2 Language criterion 
I addressed the issue of understanding earlier in chapter 2: the comments here provide 

further legal support for the importance of focusing on not only informing about (‘gjøre kjent 

med’) but also establishing understanding of legal rights in interview situations. In a report 

evaluating the Norwegian police’s treatment of a wrongfully convicted suspect in an infamous 

criminal case (NOU 2007:7), harsh criticism was delivered to the police, the prosecution and 

the courts that had been involved. The suspect in this case was both deaf, had a severe speech 

impediment and was partially paralyzed – his intelligence and memory on the other hand were 

fine. One important topic in the report was the degree to which the suspect was able to 

understand what was going on during the police’s interview of him. The authors pointed out 

that “the requirement that he who is interviewed shall be informed about his rights, also 

implies an obligation to give the information in a way that is understandable for that person” 

(NOU2007:7, p.101, my translation). It is also regulated by the European Convention on 

Human Rights that relevant information in police interviews should be given to anyone “in a 

language which he understands” (ECHR article 5(2)). 

The formulations here “in a way that is understandable” and “in a language that [the 

suspect] understands” seem to carry more or less the same meaning. From a language 

perspective though, the first of them appears more complicated and comprehensive, in the 

sense that it addresses not only communication in “an understandable language” (as in, one of 

multiple languages), but also in “a way that is understandable”. The latter, ideally, includes 

the recognition that securing understanding by adapting to and taking into account the specific 

person being interviewed, is not only about “the language” but also about “language” or 
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“interaction” in broader terms. It is this expanded definition and conception of understanding 

and language that I address in my analysis of police interviews in this thesis. 
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4 Methodology and data 
 With chapters 2 and 3 having provided the theoretical framework and legal background 

for my research, I proceed in the current chapter with a presentation and discussion of 

methodology and the dataset. The sections here prepare for my analysis of the data in chapter 

5, through a discussion of conversation analysis as methodology (4.1); data collection and 

selection (4.2); analytical approach, methods and tools (4.3); reliability and validity (4.4); and 

ethics (4.5). The aim for the current chapter is to describe and discuss decisions I made during 

the process on for example my selection of relevant analytical themes and examples. 

Throughout the sections in this chapter I will discuss strengths and weaknesses of my 

approach and deliberate how choices in data and methodology affect the outcomes and 

validity of my study.  

4.1 Conversation Analysis as methodology 
 Conversation Analysis functions as the methodological framework for my analysis, thus 

informing my approach to the data and the process through which I attempt to find an answer 

to the research question. As discussed in the Theory chapter before, CA provides both a view 

on and assumptions about what the world looks like, and their implications for what we can 

know and how we can get to know it (Theory), as well as the process by which we can get to 

know something and what this means for what we do with data to arrive at a solution to a 

particular research problem (Methodology). CA as methodology is the rationale for the 

research approach, and the justification for using a certain set of methods: it assumes that in 

order to describe how social interaction is organized through a system for turn-taking, one has 

to take an empirical approach working with naturally occurring recorded data (e.g. Sidnell, 

2010, p.20-21; Heritage & Clayman 2010, p.13). As Harvey Sacks (1984) suggested: 

 
I want to argue that, however rich our imaginations are, if we use hypothetical, or hypothetical-typical 
versions of the world we are constrained by reference to what an audience, an audience of professionals, can 
accept as reasonable. (…) Our business will be to proceed somewhat differently. We will be using 
observation as a basis for theorizing. Thus we can start with things that are not currently imaginable, by 
showing that they happened. We can then come to see that a base for using close looking at the world for 
theorizing about it is that from close looking at the world we can find things that we could not, by 
imagination, assert were there. 
 (Sacks 1984, p.25) 

 

 This plea for examining “language in use” is in line with CA’s ambition to describe the 

system for turn-taking in conversation and to theorize about the underlying organization of 
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social interaction. As suggested earlier in chapter 2.1 such perspective stands in contrast to 

much of traditional/theoretical linguistics, which rather than analyzing naturally occurring 

conversation, takes as its source for knowledge an ideal, hypothetical representation of some 

language that is assumed to exist outside of its usage in practice. 

 Thus, CA is “rigorously empirical” (Sidnell, 2010, p.35) and it is “fundamentally about 

discovering things we don’t already know” (p.20) and it is therefore difficult to develop and 

be guided by an approach that tells us exactly what to do when working with conversation 

data. Nevertheless, CA provides us with certain methods, tools and “keys” to access data, 

make observations, to analyze and develop theory. Guided by those, analysis of conversation 

data seeks to answer the fundamental question why that now? (Schegloff & Sacks, 1973, 

p.299) by observing what happens and when, and how we might explain it. As I briefly 

touched upon in my discussion of theory in chapter 2, the turn-taking system in social 

interaction is a resource for both participants and analysts: through observing what 

participants “do” in talk-in-interaction, how they respond to each other and what they take 

their own and each other’s contributions to be, the analyst can identify underlying structures 

of organization. In other words: in analyzing social interaction, the analyst’s main source is 

how participants themselves analyze social interaction through their understandings of their 

own and each other’s utterances. 

 As Schegloff (2007) suggests, there are several ways to approach data using the 

methodological resources of sequence organization as a way to access data. The analyst might 

start from the smallest sequences, identifying TCUs, transition-relevance places and 

adjacency pairs and asking what action they accomplish or are involved in accomplishing; or 

alternatively, start rather from the overall structural organization or the largest units (e.g. 

opening or closing an interview) to then break these up into small sequences and identify how 

they are organized by and in the larger sequence. A third, less structured approach would start 

by “registering things that present themselves as familiar and recognizable to the analyst […] 

and then seeing where that leads” (Schegloff, 2007, p.255). Often, a combination of these will 

lead to different observations and can help make an analysis more rigid and more interesting, 

thus focusing on both ““sequence organization” as a formal structure and the interactional 

analysis of actions done in turns and courses of action done through sequences of turns” 

(Schegloff, 2007, p.256-257). My analysis of police interview data here seeks to achieve this 

balance between formal analysis and examination of contextually specific details: after 

registering interesting phenomena in the data, I analyze sequence organization and examine 

how the smallest sequences function in realizing actions like asking and answering questions, 
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confirming or denying, making and accepting offers, and so on, to then return to the question 

of how such actions and sequences are organized by and within the overall activity of rights 

communication. In the following, I describe more specifically the methods and tools I used to 

approach the research problem, including acquiring data, transcribing and observing, using 

particular analytical concepts, and making a collection of examples. 

4.2 Data collection and dataset 
 The dataset I use for my analysis consists of fifteen sound recordings and one video 

recording of interviews conducted between 2017 and 2019 at two police stations in the Oslo 

police district. The data collection has been part of the research project Communicating rights 

in police investigative interviews (2017) at the Center for Multilingualism in Society across 

the Lifespan at the University of Oslo. The sixteen interviews in my dataset were supplied by 

the police in the period between July 2019 and March 2020. The participants in these 

interviews had to give their consent for the recordings to be used. This selection of interviews 

has thus been the result of the police gathering a collection of recordings and participants 

consenting to their use. All suspects in these interviews were second-language speakers. 

Four of sixteen interviews were with suspects under the age of 18: in two of these cases a 

parent was also present in in the interview, but did not participate in the introductory phase 

that I focus on. In two other cases, two police officers were present, but again, they did not 

participate at this stage of the interview: all the extracts I discuss in the analysis thus include 

only two speakers. 

 The dataset consists of investigative interviews between police officers and suspects, all of 

them in criminal cases of various types. The interviewees in these cases are either suspect 

(‘mistenkt’) or charged (‘siktet’) in a criminal case. In this thesis, I only use the term suspect 

(‘mistenkt’) to refer to the persons being interviewed, as they are used somewhat 

interchangeably in the interviews and the difference between the two is not relevant for my 

analysis. The interview recordings have been fully anonymized, and my analysis is based on 

these recordings only: the nature or seriousness of the criminal case is not relevant, and I do 

not have information about for example the further process following the interview, the case’s 

outcome or, in case the suspect was found guilty, any possible punishment. I thus limit myself 

to considering the empirical material in line with CA’s data-driven approach. 

  An important limitation to the data set is the fact that I had access to only one video file, 

all the other recordings being audio only. While early CA used to focus much on sound and 
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the verbal aspects of communication (initially, most data came from phone calls), recent 

developments move in the direction of multimodal analysis using video recordings of face-to-

face conversation. Analyzing interaction in its live context through video recordings opens up 

for a lot of observations about gaze, eye contact, gestures, facial expressions, the physical 

environment and the presence of physical objects (e.g. computer, written notes), instead of 

limiting an analysis to audio only (Norris, 2014). Having access to (more) video recordings 

would have strengthened the analysis as it would have given me better access to such features 

and the actual communicative event as it was taking place between the participants. In my 

analysis here, however, I am limited to examining those phenomena that are observable and 

identifiable in (the absence of) talk, which leaves other features unnoticed. 

4.3 Analytical approach, methods and tools 

4.3.1 Transcription and translation 
  As the first step in my analysis of the data, I made rough transcriptions of the rights 

communication phase in each of the interviews in the dataset. The transcription process has 

several functions, in that (a) it allows me to familiarize myself with the material and make 

initial observations; (b) it is an important tool for me to be able to work with my data, 

allowing for thorough and systematic analysis and making visible phenomena in the material 

that I did not or would not observe without it; and (c) it makes the data accessible to readers 

who do not have direct access to the material and provides them with the resources needed to 

check on and review my analysis. Transcription is limited in the sense that it is impossible to 

“translate” recorded audio data to a written text format. It can only do so much and is always 

selective: in the process, I made choices in the level of detail and what to include and what 

not (Hepburn & Bolden, 2013, p.57). I initially developed rough transcriptions of turns, text, 

overlaps and pauses to use for coding and analysis. After selecting relevant phenomena and 

making a collection of specific examples (see 2.4 below) I then transcribed those in more 

detail. As my analysis is concerned with turn design, turn allocation and action formation 

mostly, my transcription does not include such elements as prosody on a detailed level. I do 

include in the transcription, besides orthographic representation of what was said, amongst 

others temporal and sequential relationships (e.g. overlaps and latching), some aspects of 

speech delivery (e.g. loudness, changes in pitch and turn-final intonation) and sounds and 

non-speech activities like in- and outbreaths. I provide in the Appendix the full key for my 
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transcription, as informed by Jefferson’s (2004) transcription system and later contributions 

slightly adapting and simplifying it (e.g. Hepburn & Bolden, 2013; Schegloff, 2007). 

  For the examples I use in my analysis, I have translated relevant extracts to make them 

accessible to the reader. Translation is never neutral: it “inevitably suggests analysis” 

(Schegloff, 2002, p.263), and it is thus colored by my perspective on the data material. I 

provide here solely idiomatic translations intended to capture the local interactional meaning 

of the original, and left out an additional translation representing also word-by-word meaning 

and grammatical information (Hepburn & Bolden, 2013, p.68-69). The decision to confine the 

translation to idiomatic representation is based on the fact that I do not analyze grammar in 

the strict sense, and besides, Norwegian word order is similar to English and the delineation 

of TCUs in the translation usually follows that in the original, which makes that the word 

order and structure in the translations is quite close to the original. In any case, my analysis 

takes the original Norwegian conversation as data while the transcription functions to support 

observations where they concern the use of certain words and formulations. As for such 

aspects as pauses and minimal responses – which are rather central to the analysis – the 

translation is not so much an issue as these will be (more or less) the same in both versions. I 

thus regard the translation to affect the analysis to only a limited extent and consider the 

idiomatic translation to be sufficient here. 

 In the running text, I use the English translation when referring to words or phrases in the 

transcription, unless there is a specific reason not to do so, that is, for wordings or expressions 

that I analyze for their function in the Norwegian conversation and that may lose some of 

their meaning or nuance in translation. The English translations of these extracts are mine, 

while I have had two other native speakers look over them to check my interpretation of 

certain formulations and wordings. This should secure a fairly accurate translation (for further 

comments on challenges in translating to English-speaking audiences, see Hepburn & Bolden, 

2013, p.68-69). 

 

4.3.2 Coding and selection of analytical themes 
 For the next step in my analysis, I examined the data material, both in audio and 

transcribed formats, for relevant phenomena and patterns. Taking as the starting point for 

carrying out a CA analysis an approach of “unmotivated looking” (a.o. Psathas, 1994, p.45; 

Ten Have, 2007), I started first by “registering things that present themselves as familiar and 

recognizable […] and then seeing where that leads” (Schegloff, 2007, p.255), as also 
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described in 3.1 above. While an analysis of conversation data may lead to all kinds of 

observations, I did approach the analysis searching for “structures that emerge as 

characteristic of the data rather than those that are theoretically pre-defined” (Svennevig, 

1999, p.83). In addition, I had at the outset formulated an interest in suspects’ interactional 

contributions in the process of rights communication, which gave me some guidance for the 

type of structures and phenomena that might be interesting to explore. In order to find patterns 

and relevant phenomena in the data, I tried different forms of coding across cases, identifying 

for example where interruptions and pauses occurred, how conjunctions were used between 

different items in the rights phase, how the topical agenda was navigated and controlled, how 

the participants expressed epistemic and deontic stance, and how turns were allocated 

between them. Coding and categorizing the data in terms of such different characteristics is an 

iterative process, and leads to a variety of observations about the data material providing 

different analytical angles. This coding process combined with an initial interest in the 

occurrence and form of interactional contributions by suspects, led me to formulate a specific 

analytical focus: when do suspects participate and when do they not, and is there anything in 

the sequential environment that might explain this variation? To explore these themes, I 

examined the data for amongst others patterns in speaker transfer at transition-relevance 

places, instances of “current-selects-next” or “self-selection”, and action formation through 

the design of police officers’ and suspects’ TCUs. From these observations I moved back to 

theory about asymmetry and participation in institutional contexts as well as research on 

rights communication, then back to the data material to find answers to the questions I had 

identified. The research question now fit both theory and data, as a result of a “retroductive” 

(Ten Have, 2007, p.29) or “abductive” (Svennevig, 2001a) approach, combining and moving 

back and forth between theory (deduction) and data (induction). 

 With that, my analysis seeks to explore a phenomenon that is specific for this particular 

institutional context and this particular dataset. The communication of the legal right to 

silence and the right to legal assistance has an important function in the police interview: if a 

suspect invokes either of these rights, the interview will have to be stopped. As such, they 

form the premise for the interview taking place at all. The law states that before anything else, 

a suspect must be informed of his legal rights and be asked whether he wants to make a 

statement for the police given what he now knows: that he does not have to, at any point, 

including at this point, without a lawyer present. In this particular institutional context, 

analyzing how it is established that a suspect wants to make a statement, and what role a 

suspect has in that process, seems relevant. Thus, the research focus that emerged from my 
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observations in the data was also informed and motivated by the legal context for the 

material: exploring what happens in interaction when police officers execute a procedure that 

involves suspects making an active contribution is not only interesting from an institutional 

CA perspective, but also relevant from a legal perspective. 

 

4.3.3 Making a collection and analyzing/theorizing 
  Having identified relevant phenomena in the data material and formulated a specific 

research question, I then made a collection of relevant cases and instances to analyze further. 

After several rounds of going through the interviews in the dataset I selected five cases that 

clearly illustrate the patterns that I had identified in terms of suspect participation. These 

examples each show a different interactional dynamic between a suspect and a police officer, 

varying degrees and forms of suspect participation, and different kinds of practices by police 

officers that enabled participation to varying degrees. 

 For each of these examples then, I used a set of “keys” or tools to approach the data and 

asked for each utterance and action: why that now? Specifically, I studied: 

§ how the activity of rights communication is organized into a main sequence, pre- and 

post-sequences (overall structural organization); 

§ how TCUs by police officers are composed – that is, word choice, grammar – and 

where TCUs come to imminent possible completion (turn design); 

§ what action or actions TCUs recognizably implement and realize (action formation); 

§ when speaker transition occurs and how (current-selects-next or self-selection); 

§ what feature of the TCU selects the other as the next speaker and what sort of 

responses that action makes relevant for the next speaker to do (next-speaker 

selection); 

§ in case of self-selection, when and how this is done, and by whom; and 

§ how sequences are built up of adjacency pairs and how first-pair-parts function to 

restrict possible second-pair-parts. 

 Guided by these “keys” and analytical tools, I analyzed the example cases in order to find 

answers to my research questions. These five cases are illustrative of and particularly 

interesting for the focus of my analysis; similar patterns were visible in the other interviews, 

but as I will discuss in the analysis, some of those patterns were more common than others. I 

arrived at this specific set of examples after identifying the different ways in which police-

suspect interaction unfolded, then selecting two examples from cases in which suspects did 
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not take an explicit decision on exercising their rights, and three in which they did; all these 

containing elements that were particularly interesting for my analysis, such as infrequent use 

of participation-enabling practices, successful use of very specific practices, suspect 

participation in the form of more-than-minimal contributions, and so on. The selection of 

examples is, obviously, not representative for the entire dataset or the entire genre of police-

suspect interviews in the police, but I analyze these in order to identify in what different ways 

the interaction might develop, and what I can observe in its turn-by-turning unfolding.  

  From the observations about the connection between suspects participating in the 

conversation and police officers doing something to allow, facilitate, prevent or obstruct such 

participation, I further examined the data material to search for patterns in what it was that 

police officers did before, during and after (the absence of) suspect participation. This process 

led me to identify a variety of interactional practices that were used to more or lesser extent 

and resulted in different amounts (quantity) and forms (quality, or relevance) of participation 

by suspect. 

4.4 Reliability and validity 
 Using CA to analyze conversation data is an empirical and iterative process that is meant 

to identify underlying structures of social interaction and find what people do in interaction, 

why at that point, and how they do it. With that, CA is not intended to be generalizable or 

give some kind of definite answer to such questions as “what do these people really mean to 

say” or “did one really understand the other”. My aim is not to describe or draw any 

conclusions about the totality of police-suspect interviewing practices in Norway or the Oslo 

police department – if anything just because of the collection and size of the dataset. Instead, I 

take the data I have as a source for studying underlying organizational structures and 

interactional features that characterize police-suspect interaction. The strength of this type of 

analysis is that it investigates closely a particular phenomenon, namely the interactional 

realization of rights communication and specifically, whether, when, and how suspects 

participate in it. 

  Using CA methods to study these interview recordings gives me close and direct access 

to what actually happens in these interviews, and with that, allows me to explore phenomena 

that other methods, such as interviews with the participants or an analysis of interview 

training, cannot offer. This increases the validity of my analysis as it is data-driven and stays 

close to real, observable interaction. My analysis is based on observations of participants’ 
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own understandings of their own and each other’s turns, using a “next-turn proof procedure” 

(e.g. Sacks, Schegloff & Jefferson, 1974; Sidnell, 2013, p.79) to find how certain utterances 

are treated by the participants. As such, it does not seek to give explanations for anything 

beyond what is observable in interaction. The implication of doing this kind of analysis is that 

another analyst should be able to arrive at the same observations as I did, because “the data is 

my only source” and my ambition should thus be that everything I observe and point out can 

be traced in the material and is observable for others. Yet, someone else (with a different 

background, different experience, different perspective on the material) would notice and find 

other things relevant in the same material. Two people will never arrive at the exact same 

conclusions in this type of research, but my analysis of the data can be useful in dealing with a 

particular research problem and exploring a particular phenomenon. 

  As described above, the outcomes of my analysis as presented in chapter 5 are the result 

of an iterative process in which I went back and forth between data – both the set of examples 

and the data material as a whole – and theory and previous research. As part of the analytical 

process, I presented two case examples in two data sessions with others who work with CA to 

get input for my analysis. These sessions gave me new ideas and drew my attention to 

phenomena that I had not observed in the data myself. In addition to providing me with new 

topics to explore, these sessions also helped me to cross-check my own observations and 

discuss them with others, which strengthens the analysis. Sharing material in this way turned 

out to be very relevant and useful for my project, as well as it reminding me that my analysis 

of the data is just an analysis of the data, and that the same material can be approached from 

many different angles and used to explore many different phenomena. 

4.5 Ethics, anonymization and privacy 
  The interview data that I worked with in my analysis comes, as mentioned before, from a 

data set gathered in connection with a larger research project. The data set is stored on a 

server for sensitive data (TSD) at the University of Oslo, securing limited access for project 

participants only. All of the examples I use in my analysis are fully anonymized, with all 

personal information such as name, age, address, nationality/native language and so on, but 

also date(s) and location(s) related to the criminal offense removed. The participants have 

given their permission for these recordings to be used. I trust that I have done everything 

within my power to secure to the greatest possible extent that nothing in my discussion of the 

data or use of examples can be traced back to any of the individuals involved. 
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5 Analysis 
  In this chapter, I analyze a total of five examples in order to find an answer to the research 

questions I pose in this thesis. Using CA as the theoretical and methodological framework, I 

examine how the turn-by-turn interaction between police officers and suspects unfolds and 

what happens when suspects are being informed of their legal rights. Following a brief 

introduction to the focus for my analysis (5.1), I discuss interactional practices and suspect 

participation in five examples (5.2). Two are cases with limited suspect participation and no 

explicit waiver; two come from interviews in which suspects do take a decision about 

exercising their rights; and a last example illustrates the complexities of police-suspect 

interaction in terms of action formation and the sequential function of suspects’ contributions. 

Following the analysis of examples in this chapter, I discuss my findings in chapter 6 and 

reflect over what they tell us about the role and position of suspects in the investigative 

interview, and the opportunities they get or do not get to exercise their legal rights. 

5.1 Introduction 
Following the research questions, I examine for each of the examples here: 

1. how police officers use interactional practices that enable participation by 

suspects in pre-sequences, information-giving sequences, post- and decision-making 

sequences; 

2. what the immediate observable consequences are for participation by suspects; and 

3. what actions suspects’ contributions realize, and to what extent they get and use the 

opportunity to make a decision about exercising their rights. 

  First, in terms of police officers’ interactional practices, I examine the occurrence, type, 

design and function of utterances that invite and allow for participation from suspects, and of 

those that do not. I ask what police officers do that enables participation and how they do it, 

and also, what they do in those cases where suspects do not participate: are there any patterns 

in the data material of different types of interactional behavior by police officers, how are 

they different and is there a connection with suspects’ participation in the conversation?  

  Second, I explore the consequences of the use of interactional practices by police officers 

for suspects’ participation in the interaction and ask: when, why and how do suspects make 

interactional contributions, and are there any patterns in the data material of different levels 
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and types of suspect participation? What happens in the sequential environment that may 

explain when, why and how suspects participate or not? 

  Third, for these contributions by suspects, I examine what action(s) they realize in the 

interaction and how they function sequentially: do they constitute questions, answers, 

problem indicators, confirmations, claims to understanding, or something else even? How do 

these utterances treat the prior turn(s) and what next action(s) do they project? This third step 

is crucial for identifying not only that suspect participation occurs, but also what it does and 

whether it makes any difference for suspects’ opportunities to make a decision about 

exercising their legal rights. 

  The first two examples show cases in which practices that enable participation are sparse 

and suspect participation is minimal: the suspects in these cases do not take any explicit 

decision to either waive or invoke their legal rights. In the third and fourth example, the 

suspects do participate and take a stance on whether they want to exercise their rights or not, 

and in these cases, as it turns out, the police officers’ interactional behavior and use of 

participation-enabling practices is different. A fifth and final example comes from an 

interview in which such practices similarly work to enable participation, but suspect’s 

contributions differ somewhat in form and function from the usual pattern and several 

interactional problems remain unresolved. It specifically illustrates how a suspect may 

participate actively in the conversation, yet his contributions then come to function differently 

depending on how both participants treat and orient to these utterances, which emphasizes 

that it matters not only whether suspects make contributions, but also how they do so and how 

these function in the context of prior and next turns. 

 For each of the interviews I analyze, I will concentrate on a particular moment and a 

particular phenomenon that is specifically relevant for suspect participation in that interview. 

The introduction to each example specifies its main analytical focus. On a practical note: in 

this analysis I refer to police officers using feminine, and suspects using masculine pronouns. 

This is for the purpose of readability and consistency in the text and does not represent the 

actual participants’ gender. 

5.2 Patterns in suspect participation 
5.2.1 Example 1: “following” the law 
The first example I discuss here is taken from a conversation between a police officer 

(Pol1) and a suspect (Sus1) who is called in for an interview in connection with three related 



48 
 

charges. As usual, the interview starts off with formalities and the communication of 

suspect’s legal rights. The current example shows a pattern that is rather common in the 

dataset, where suspect’s contributions are limited to minimal responses (‘okei’, ‘ja’, ‘hm’, 

‘neps’, ‘nei’) as police officer takes the floor and presents him with his legal rights. Police 

officer’s use of interactional practices enabling participation is limited, and in this case, the 

outcome is that suspect does not take any decision about exercising his legal rights before he 

starts making a statement. My analysis here will seek to find out whether there is anything in 

the sequential context and police officer’s interactional behavior that might explain this 

outcome. For this first example I focus specifically on how legal formulations in the 

information-giving sequence not accommodating or making relevant these rights for the 

current conversation, do not invite for any participation from suspect.  

 

Pre-sequence: Announcing the plan 

 After some formal information and an introduction to the offenses suspect is charged for, 

police officer announces the next activity on the agenda. This sequence (in lines 37-39) 

functions as a pre-announcement to the information-giving sequence that is coming up. 

 
 Extract 1.1 

 034 Pol1 eh gjorde deg litt kjent med det  
     eh informed you a bit of that  

 035     på telefonen da ikke sant ¿ 
     on the phone then right 

 036     (1.0) 

 037  Pol1  eh men før vi begynn:er eh ((navn)) , 
     eh but before we begin uh ((name)) 

 038     eh så skal jeg gjøre deg kjent  
        eh  I  shall  inform  you  

 039     med rettighetene dine ? 
      of     your    rights 

 040  Sus1  okei , 
     okay 

 041  Pol1  hm↑hm  
     hm hm 

 

 Police officer here launches an announcement sequence to convey “news”: this pre-

announcement, addressing what Schegloff (1980, p.148) calls “the generic problem of 

producing multiunit talk projects”, helps recipients to understand and treat the upcoming turns 

as parts of a larger sequence. It signals “that what is to follow is built to be an informing or a 
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telling of news”; and it offers “a pre-mention of the topic or topical domain of the news, 

thereby setting parameters for the recipient’s parsing and recognition” (Schegloff, 2007, 

p.39). Through this, suspect is alerted about and prepared for an upcoming information-giving 

sequence within the topical domain of legal rights, which then provides the interpretive frame 

for the utterances that follow. The formulation here refers to the current interactional context 

speaker and hearer find themselves in: the informing will take place before we begin. The use 

of personal pronouns I, you and your further works to place the activity of rights 

communication within the current interactional context that involves the individuals you and 

me. With this, police officer makes relevant the fact that there is a “we” who are about to 

“begin” something, attributing both participants an active role in a common interactional 

activity. Prior to that, police officer is going to do something else, namely informing suspect 

about his rights: the formulation I shall inform you of your rights in lines 38-39 characterizes 

the immediately upcoming activity as a more one-directional process in which police officer 

(I) will transfer information to suspect (you) and thereby sets the scene for a passive role for 

suspect. Taken together, the contextualizing elements making relevant the current context 

(before we begin) as well as the participants present in it (we, I and you(r)) do work to project 

some collaborative activity coming up later, while at the same time the formulation of the pre-

announcement (I shall inform you of your rights) does not make relevant suspect as an active 

contributor to the conversation quite yet, at this point. 

  Suspect participation in the pre-sequence here is limited to okay in line 40, which 

functions as an accept of this decision about the agenda and a go-ahead. This utterance comes 

at a transition-relevance place after police officer finishes her turn in line 39; suspect then 

self-selects to provide a minimal response with no further expansion, thereby giving back the 

floor to police officer to proceed with her announced plan. The lack of suspect participation at 

this point in the conversation is hardly surprising: the fact that police officer makes decisions 

about the local topical agenda and claims deontic and epistemic authority over suspect, and 

that suspect does not do more than accept those decisions, is in accordance with the 

asymmetrical institutional context in which the interview takes place. Still, the formulation of 

the pre-announcement here is important for the following information-giving sequence as it 

provides an interpretive frame for that sequence, and may thus become relevant at a later 

point for suspect’s ability and opportunity to exercise his legal rights. 
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Information-giving sequence: Legal formulations 

 Following the pre-sequence above, the conversation continues with police officer 

informing suspect about his rights, starting from line 43. Extract 1.2 below shows a long 

multiunit sequence in which a series of legal rights is introduced, most importantly the right to 

remain silent (52, elaborated in 48-57) and the right to legal assistance (59-60, full in 59-62): 
 

 Extract 1.2a 

 043 Pol1 .mts .h ehm og det er ehm (0.5) atte  
      .mts .h ehm and that is ehm (0.5) that  

 044   du (er) nå blitt gjort kjent med saken , 
   you (have) now been informed of the case , 

 045   (0.3) 

 046 Pol1 (og som) jeg fortalte deg  
      (and as)  I   told   you  

 047   på telefonen og ikke sant ? 
   on the phone as well right ? 

 048 Pol1 .h eh og    etter   straffeprosessloven  
    .h eh and following criminal procedure act  

 049   paragraf    hundreogtyve  
   paragraph one hundred twenty 

 050   hundreogtreogtyve ,  
   one hundred twenty-three , 

 051   (0.3) 

 052   så kan du nekte å avgi forklaring  
    you can deny making a statement  

 053   eller svare på spørsmål  
    or   answer  questions 

 054   som kan utsette en selv  
      that can expose oneself 

 055   eller noen av dine nærmeste for straff , 
      or any of your close ones to punishment , 

 056   .h vesentlig   tap  av sosialt *omdømpe 
    .h considerable loss of social reputation  

 057   eller vesentlig velferdstap . 
    or considerable welfare loss . 

 058    (0.3)  

 059  Pol1 .h (0.2) eh du har  også  rett til å  
    .h (0.2) eh you also have the right to 

 060   la deg bistå av en forsvarer h , 
    be assisted by a defense lawyer h  

 061   under ethvert trinn av saken , 
    at any stage of the case  

 062   dette gjelder ogsa: (.)   under   politiavhør ¿ 
    this also applies (.) during police interrogation  

 063 Sus1 okei , 
    okay 

 064 Pol1 ehm: og at det blir tatt opp på lyd , 
   ehm and that it is recorded on sound 
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  The sequence here shows how police officer lists suspect’s legal rights through a series of 

turns, the pre-announcement discussed earlier providing the interpretive frame for these 

utterances as “rights”. The legal rights are presented by police officer in (long) instalments 

with short breaks between them and connected through ‘og det er at’ (and that is that, 43), 

‘og’ (and, 48), ‘også’ (also, 59) and ‘og at’ (and that, 64), each of which refers back and 

connects to the prior turn. Immediately noteworthy in the extract here is the absence of 

contributions by suspect after his okay in line 40 accepting police officer’s pre-announcement 

and giving green light for her to continue. Only in line 63 does suspect produce a next 

response after being informed of his right to legal assistance. There are several transition-

relevance places before this utterance in 63: after 52 (‘forklaring’), 53 (‘spørsmål’), 55 

(‘straff’), 57 (‘velferdstap’), 60 (‘forsvarer’) and 61 (‘saken’), but none of these results in a 

change of speaker. One explanation for the absence of contributions by suspect in this 

sequence is that most of these TCUs end in continuing intonation, signalling that the current 

speaker is not yet finished. Barely leaving any breaks and using continuing intonation, police 

officer thus talks past several possible completion points to add more information, not giving 

suspect any real opportunity to come with a minimal response. A first such opportunity 

appears in line 57 when a turn that lasted all the way from line 48 finally reaches completion, 

and this is the first of transition-relevance places that does leave a (very minimal) pause. 

Police officer’s now finished turn was a very long one, with many consecutive phrases 

expanding on the same, on-going sentence and it presented a lot of new information. Even 

though the possible completion in 57 is supported by falling intonation, which can indicate 

the completion of a turn, this does not result in any response from suspect in the short break 

following it. Police officer, by producing a new turn straight after, also does not treat her 

previous turn as requiring any form of response or information receipt from suspect. In lines 

59-62 follows a next piece of information, produced also with continuing intonation and 

without any breaks, yet where the turn comes to a possible completion in line 62 supported by 

rising intonation, suspect produces a minimal response okay, realizing the first speaker 

transition since police officer has started listing up his legal rights. Police officer’s turn here, 

which ends in rising intonation, even though it is not at the end of a question, is treated by 

suspect as inviting for a response. The difference between these two transition-relevance 

places thus seems to be in police officer’s falling vs. rising intonation, and the length and 

complexity of the turn reaching possible completion. In addition to the pre-sequence 

characterizing the current sequence as police officer “informing” suspect about something, 

which I suggested above sets the scene for a passive role for the recipient of that information, 
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the factors here thus may form further explanation for the lack of participation by suspect: 

continuing intonation, the absence of breaks, falling intonation at a possible completion point, 

and the length and complexity of a turn. Later examples (e.g. 3) will illustrate how for 

example breaking up turns into instalments with breaks between them can generate 

participation. 

 Turning specifically to the design of police officer’s TCUs: the formal wording using the 

passive construction you have now been informed of in line 44 stays close to the legal text, 

which at several points prescribes what suspects shall be informed of (‘mistenkte skal gjøres 

kjent med’, Straffeprosessloven § 232 section 1; Påtaleinstruksen § 8-1 sections 1, 2; § 8-16 

section 2), and the formulation further states that police officer has now completed this legally 

regulated task. A procedure is apparently taking place, and it has now been applied to suspect. 

While the statement that you have now been informed makes relevant suspect as an individual 

to whom something now has happened, thereby activating the situation in which the 

participants find themselves, the rest of the formulation is more general and procedural. It is 

not accommodated to the individual police officer (passive construction not mentioning I) as 

the person doing the informing, or to this criminal case (unspecific reference to the case). 

These formulations can be traced back to legislative requirements that suspects shall be 

informed of the nature of the case and it thus appears that police officer firmly bases her 

utterance here on that written text. 

 Following this, the wording of the first legal right in line 52 to which suspect needs to 

take a stance here – his right to remain silent – is similarly informed by the law: it includes an 

explicit reference to the law paragraphs regulating the right to remain silent (lines 48-50) and 

the vocabulary used in lines 52-57 copies virtually word-by-word that in the law text5, which 

in Norwegian states: 
 

Straffeprosessloven/Criminal Procedure Act § 123 
Et vitne kan nekte å svare på spørsmål når svaret vil kunne utsette vitnet eller noen det står i slikt forhold til 
som nevnt i § 122 første eller annet ledd for straff (…) Retten kan frita for forklaring ved vesentlig tap av 
sosialt omdømme eller vesentlig velferdstap av annen art for vitnet eller noen av dets nærmeste. 

 

                                                        
5A side note is that the formulation here combines two legal rights, only one of which is immediately applicable in the 
context of suspect interrogation: the right to remain silent is applicable but comes from a different paragraph than is cited 
here (Straffeprosessloven § 232 and Påtaleinstruksen § 8-1). As for the second part of the formulation here, the right to deny 
answering questions… (etc.): that formulation comes from Straffeprosessloven § 123 which concerns witnesses rather than 
suspects, and thus is not directly applicable. The reference to § 120 does not seem to be relevant at all in the context of 
suspect interrogation as it concerns the use of witness statements in court. The inconsistency here is not directly important to 
my analysis because I am not interested in whether police officers follow the law, but rather, how they work with the law in 
interaction. It is still worth mentioning, because the formulation police officer uses here can be traced back to first and 
foremost § 123 mentioned, and thus is close-to-the-text even though it is not formulated in the same way as in other 
interviews, which follow the text in § 232. 
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Recall police officer’s formulation: 

 
 Extract 1.2b 

 052 Pol1 så kan du nekte å avgi forklaring  
    you can deny making a statement  

 053   eller svare på spørsmål  
    or   answer  questions 

 054   som kan utsette en selv  
      that can expose oneself 

 055   eller noen av dine nærmeste for straff , 
      or any of your close ones to punishment , 

 056   .h vesentlig   tap  av sosialt *omdømpe 
    .h considerable loss of social reputation  

 057   eller vesentlig velferdstap . 
    or considerable welfare loss . 

 

Also further on, in lines 59-62 where police officer introduces suspect’s right to legal 

assistance, the formulation stays very close to the law text: 

 
 Påtaleinstruksen/Prosection Instructions § 8-1 section 1 

Mistenkt skal gjøres kjent med at han har rett til å la seg bistå av forsvarer etter eget valg på ethvert trinn av 
saken, herunder ved politiets avhør av ham. 

 

And in the interview: 

 
Extract 1.2c 

 059  Pol1 .h (0.2) eh du har  også  rett til å  
    .h (0.2) eh you also have the right to 

 060   la deg bistå av en forsvarer h , 
    be assisted by a defense lawyer h  

 061   under ethvert trinn av saken , 
    at any stage of the case  

 062   dette gjelder ogsa: (.)   under   politiavhør ¿ 
    this also applies (.) during police interrogation  

 063 Sus1 okei , 
    okay 

  

  Police officer thus uses nearly the same formulation as in the relevant paragraphs in the 

law text, instead of or without a reformulation in more everyday language. The concept and 

content of legal rights is kept at a general, procedural level by speaking of it in legal 

terminology. Reformulating and simplifying complex terminology would, in addition to pre-

empting understanding problems (Svennevig et al., 2017), attribute more agency to the 

speaker, here police officer, in designing her utterances for this specific recipient in this 
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specific interaction, rather than citing some external source using formal language unspecific 

to the current situation. 

 Besides the reference to law paragraphs in 48-50 and the use of legal language in 52-57 

and 59-62, another phenomenon that is interesting in terms of suspect participation in this 

interaction is the use and accommodation of personal pronouns, pronouns and nouns. In the 

example here, police officer uses both personal pronouns accommodated to the current 

context of the interaction between her and suspect (you, me, your), as well as impersonal 

pronouns (oneself) and nouns with no local reference in the here-and-now context (during 

police interrogation). The tendency to use a combination of different pronouns and nouns 

referring to the same individuals is not unique for this specific interview but seems common 

across the data material. Through this, both the general legal context as well as the current 

interactional context are made relevant by police officer. The use of this combination of 

wordings and references further suggests that police officer here bases her utterances partly 

on written law text through direct citation. Other cases discussed later in the analysis (in 

particular 3, also 4) show how extensive and repeated reformulation of the legal text and its 

“translation” to the current interactional context generates more participation by suspects, 

both in the quantity (amount) and quality (in terms of the actions they realize) of suspects’ 

contributions. 

 In addition to the observations above regarding the legal, formal character of the 

formulations used along with some few contextualizing elements, other features in the 

sequential context may be of importance for suspect participation. In the extract here, there 

appears to be very little interactional work aimed at promoting understanding. In long 

stretches of information like here, breaks and instalments could have worked positively for 

pre-empting understanding problems, and for inviting and allowing participation by suspect. 

Later in the analysis, examples 3 illustrates how the use of such practices can lead to suspect 

participation. 

 In line 63 suspect finally produces a turn okay, treating police officer’s just-prior turn as 

completed. The use of okay may have a variety of functions in interaction, and often works to 

realize several actions at the same time (Beach, 1995): here it is treated as an acceptance of 

the previous turn, and a continuer acknowledging police officer’s ongoing speaker role. It 

works for police officer to take back the floor and produce the next turn. 

 Thus, in the extract here, police officer used very few practices that promote 

understanding and/or enable participation. At the point in the interaction where suspect’s legal 

rights are introduced, the explicit reference to their legal source and the vocabulary staying 
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close to the law text do not make relevant the current interactional context in which police 

officer and suspect are placed. While some contextualizing elements making relevant the 

participants (you and me) present in the here-and-now can in themselves work to include 

suspect in the conversation and generate involvement, this alone does not have positive 

consequences for suspect participation. The absence of pre-emptive strategies for 

understanding such as decomposition, simplification or reformulation may be a further 

explanation for the lack of suspect participation at this point in the conversation. 

Understanding is, after all, a premise for suspects being able to participate and make an active 

decision about exercising their legal rights. The observations in extract 1.2 above concern the 

core of rights communication, the presentation of suspect’s legal rights. The lack of suspect 

participation at this point in the conversation is more noticeable than in the pre-sequence 

discussed in extract 1.1. While that sequence functioned to announce what was about to come, 

not requiring more than a go-ahead, the type of information delivered here in extract 1.2 

would be more likely to invite some response in the form of information receipts (like oh, 

hmhm, okay) and/or evaluations for example of the “news-ness” of this information 

(Schegloff, 2007), as I will show to happen in my analysis of example 3 later on. In addition 

to the pre-announcement having set the scene for a passive role for suspect, the lack of 

interactional work to enable participation and absence for the most part of contextualization to 

the current interactional context leave suspect participation to a single okay at the end here. 

 

Post-sequence: Moving on and checking understanding 

 In the above, I have examined the pre-announcement to as well as formulation of the 

legal rights themselves, finding that in the interview here there is not much accommodation of 

the general, procedural concept of legal rights to a specific, ‘online’ situation with specific 

participants. Such accommodation or contextualization may enable suspect participation and 

invite and/or allow suspects to take an active decision about exercising their legal rights (see 

examples 3 and 4). In addition to the information-giving sequence and its pre-sequence, a 

following post-sequence may also play a role for suspect participation in rights 

communication. In the example here, the main sequence is followed by a comprehension 

check seeking confirmation from suspect that he has understood his rights. Such questions, 

directly selecting suspect as the next speaker, invite for and demand his contribution as an 

active participant in the conversation: in other words, they result in (immediate) participation. 

So far, in extracts 1.1 and 1.2, there were no cases of suspect being selected as the next 

speaker through for example specific questions from police officer. 
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 After the presentation of legal rights in lines 43-62, police officer provides some further 

information about the case and then moves on to the next topic giving instructions on how to 

make a statement. 

 
  Extract 1.3a 

  100 Pol1 ehm: du skal få lov til å gi din eh-  
    ehm  you shall get to give your uh- 

  101  f- først kan du begynne å forklare 
    f- first  you can start to explain 

  102  ditt (0.6) for↑hold (0.2) til ((navn2)) , 
    your (0.6) relation (0.2) to ((name2)) 

  103 Sus1 jeg: eh- 
    I eh- 

  104 Pol1 eh s:å etterpå så kan du få lov 
    eh then afterwards you can get  

  105  til å komme med din frie forklaring , 
    to come with your free statement 

   106 Pol1 [  rundt dette her ,] 
      regarding this here 

   107 Sus1 [     jeg (s-)     ] 
              I (wi-)  

   108  (0.2) 

   109 Sus1 hm , 
      hm 

   110  (0.4) 

   111 Pol1 og så kommer jeg til å stille noen °spørsmål° . 
      and then I am going to  ask   some questions 

   112 Sus1 ja , 
      yes 

   113  (0.5) 

 

 Police officer here gives instructions to suspect on what will happen next: what suspect 

will be allowed to do (you shall get to; you can start to; you can get to), and what she herself 

will be doing (I am going to). Both in line 103 and 107, suspect begins to produce a turn. He 

thus interprets and treats police officer’s turns in 100-102 and 104-105 as selecting him as the 

next speaker and inviting him to produce the next turn. He starts off with I uhm, which clearly 

responds to police officer’s turn not just as information (as a minimal response like okay or 

hmhm would), but rather, as an invitation to start designing a turn of his own. Police officer 

obstructs and ignores the utterance and continues her announcement of the plan for what is 

about to happen (104), thereby overruling suspect’s attempt at producing some kind of 

contribution and treating her own previous turn as not requiring or inviting for a response. In 

107 again, suspect starts a turn after police officer reaches the possible completion of a TCU 
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in 105, but continues with a post-expansion in 106 which then overlaps with suspect’s 

initiated turn. Police officer thus treats her own turn as not completed, and suspect’s attempt 

at producing a turn is ignored and not followed up by either of the participants: suspect’s hm 

in line 109 works to accept the obstruction of his own turns, not making another attempt at 

producing more than a minimal response. Lines 103 and 107 thus show participation from 

suspect through self-selection, but both attempts are simply ignored by police officer and thus 

treated as not required, appropriate or allowed. Police officer’s “project” at this point is not to 

invite suspect to start talking, but rather, to explain the procedure that is coming up, thus 

giving information that does not require a response. 

 Line 111, and then I am going to ask you some questions, is the final turn in a longer 

sequence in which police officer has announced the agenda for the conversation. It is 

confirmed by suspect with a simple yes, which is treated by police officer as confirming the 

receipt of all the information she has just given. This instruction is followed in 114-120 by 

two comprehension-checking questions, asking for confirmation that suspect does not have 

any questions related to his legal rights. The questions are formulated rather broadly and leave 

some room for suspect to formulate and design his own utterance: specifically to the first 

question, he might bring up “anything” that he is wondering about at this point. 

 
 Extract 1.3b 

 111 Pol1 og så kommer jeg til å stille noen °spørsmål° . 
  and then I am going to  ask   some questions 

 112 Sus1 ja , 
  yes 

 113  (0.5) 

 114 Pol1 er   det   noe    du   lurer    på , 
  is there anything you are wondering about 

 115  (0.3) 

 116 Sus1 n:eps . 
  nope 

 117 Pol1 nei har  du  noen  spørsmål 
  no do you have any questions 

 118  rundt rettighetene dine , 
  regarding your rights 

 119 Sus1 nei . 
  no 

 120 Pol1 ↓nei (0.5) så får du bare begynn-  
  no (0.5) then you can just begin-  

 121  når  du  er  klar- 
    when you are ready- 
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 Suspect in line 116 rejects the invitation and opportunity to bring up anything he is 

wondering about, while it is not clear whether he answers the question as being about 

everything that happened so far in the conversation, about his legal rights, and/or about police 

officer’s presentation of the agenda for the rest of the interview. Police officer follows up with 

another question in line 117-118, which is more specifically aimed at getting confirmation 

that suspect has understood the legal rights he has been presented with: no do you have any 

questions around your rights? Again, suspect confirms that he has no questions, and police 

officer accepts this answer as sufficient for the interview to be able to continue and the next 

item on the agenda, suspect’s statement, to begin. While the questions in 114 and 117-118 

thus select suspect as the next speaker and thereby invite for and require some kind of 

contribution, suspect’s freedom to design an utterance of his own is somewhat limited, 

especially for the second question: it invites him to ask questions about the information he has 

received. Suspect’s responses in 116 and 119 then reject the opportunity to ask questions, 

about anything or about their legal rights, while he neither claims nor demonstrates 

understanding. Beyond these invitations by police officer for suspect to ask any questions he 

may have, she does not ask any further questions about the exercising of rights, in the form of 

e.g. are you willing to make a statement (as in examples 3 and 5). Suspect does not initiate 

announcing such decision himself either by expanding on either of his answers in 116 and 119 

or elsewhere: even though he has been told that he can opt not to make a statement or to seek 

the assistance of a lawyer, he does not take an active stance on whether he wants to waive or 

invoke those rights. Suspect’s responses are just receipts of information and claims that he 

does not have any questions. 

 Further relevant is the moment at which these comprehension-checking questions are 

produced: this is after police officer has given instructions on how the conversation will 

proceed with suspect making a statement, which are formulated without conditionality – you 

shall get to (100), you can start (101), you can get to (104-105), I am going to (111). These 

express permissive deontic modality, in that police officer claims the right to tell suspect what 

he is allowed to do. This sequence is further marked as a multiple-step plan for what will 

happen next in the interview through the use of first (101), then afterwards (104) and and 

then (111). With this, the explanation of the procedure for making a statement and the rest of 

the interview is formulated as an announcement and police officer claims here deontic rights 

to decide over both the topical agenda, the type of allowable contributions, and a specific role 

division: this is what will happen, how it will happen, and who gets to do what. It suggests no 

conditionality: suspect is both allowed to and assumed to be willing to make a statement. 
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Suspect’s participation is premised on police officer having given him the permission to 

participate (e.g. you can get to), whether he wants to or not. Suspect’s responses in 103 and 

107 also show that he treats the explanation of the procedure as an invitation to start his 

statement, even before he has been asked whether he has any questions related to what he has 

just heard. When the questions in lines 114 and 117 come, the “plan” for what comes after is 

already made, not conditional on what suspect answers and what he will decide based on the 

information he has received: does he in fact want to make a statement, here, now, without a 

lawyer? The comprehension check here is thus “delayed” in the sense that it connects back to 

an earlier sequence, that in which these legal rights were presented (43-62). Police officer’s 

second question brings these back on the agenda, back into the conversation by specifying 

that suspect might have questions about his rights rather than just about anything. The delay 

here makes that the comprehension check involves more inference than if it had been 

produced straight after the information-giving sequence. The added effort that this requires 

from suspect does not does, if anything, not encourage more active participation from his 

side. 

 The example discussed here exhibited few instances of direct other-selection by police 

officer to invite for contributions from suspect. The questions asked towards the end are 

aimed at securing suspect’s understanding of legal rights and do invite for and get a response. 

They do not however, enable relevant suspect participation in the sense that: 

§ they invite for asking questions rather than for claiming or demonstrating 

understanding; 

§ they do not ask directly for a decision to either waive or invoke legal rights; 

§ they are placed after the explanation of the upcoming procedure, which was 

formulated (as decisions about the agenda) and treated (suspect attempting to start 

talking) as not conditional on suspect’s decision about exercising his legal rights; and 

§ they are delayed and refer back to an earlier sequence, which requires extra effort to 

“reactivate” that topic and thus does not ease or encourage suspect’s participation in 

the conversation. 

 Suspect’s rejection of the offer here to ask questions is treated by both participants as a 

waiver of legal rights: the post-sequence is finished and the conversation continues with 

suspect making a statement. Police officer does not ask further questions to establish whether 

suspect wants to do so, and suspect does not initiate either an invoking or waiving of his 

rights. He has contributed in the conversation by producing two short answers, but he has not 

gotten and/or taken the opportunity to act on his legal rights. 



60 
 

Summary: “following” the law 

 Analysis of this first example has revealed whether and how police officer used practices 

that enabled participation, what their consequences were for suspect participation, and what 

actions suspect’s contributions then realize. First, police officer’s use of participation-

enabling interactional practices was limited to inviting suspect to ask questions about his 

rights in a delayed post-sequence following her announcement of the procedure and agenda 

for the rest of the interview. Her treating and characterizing the activity of rights 

communication as a formal, procedural activity only involving herself as an active participant, 

in which she not only follows the law, but also explicates that she does so (following 

paragraph (…) you have the right …), did not invite for any kind of contribution by suspect. 

 Second, the immediate observable consequences of police officer using or not using these 

types of practices became visible through the absence of active suspect participation in most 

of the pre- and information-giving sequence. Suspect was not invited to contribute directly 

through other-selection, and opportunities to self-select were virtually absent. His only 

contributions came at the closing of the introductory phase as discussed in the last extract, in 

response to two turns by police officer inviting suspect to ask questions. 

 Third, the few contributions suspect made to the conversation realized three types of 

actions: 

a. minimal responses in the pre- and information-giving sequence functioned as go-

ahead accepting the announced plan, and continuer confirming the receipt of 

information and acknowledging police officer’s ongoing speaker role;  

b. attempts at initiating and producing turns of his own when police officer explained the 

procedure for the rest of the conversation showed that suspect treated these 

instructions as invitations to start his statement, but his attempts were obstructed by 

police officer who treated her own turns as not requiring any response; 

c. two no’s in response to invitations to ask questions at the very end functioned to close 

the rights communication phase and were treated by both participants as suspect 

waiving his legal rights. 

 Summing up, the absence of practices enabling participation resulted in limited and 

restricted participation by suspect and the interview was continued without suspect having 

taken an explicit stance on either waiving or invoking his legal rights. 
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5.2.2 Example 2: “just” rights 
 In this second example, suspect (Sus2) again does not take an explicit decision waiving 

or invoking his legal rights. Police officer (Pol2) uses some interactional practices that enable 

participation and some possibilities arise for suspect to contribute; at the same time though, 

other elements in her interactional behavior appear to rather reduce or restrict suspect’s 

motivation and opportunity to participate. In the analysis below, I examine how the 

interaction between the participants unfolds sequentially and ask what elements in it may 

explain suspect’s limited participation in the conversation. I find that while police officer’s 

contributions contextualize the general concept of legal rights to the current interactional 

context with its specific participants in several ways, a combination of other features appears 

to instead discourage suspect participation. 

  In the analysis here, I focus on the question sequence as a post-expansion following the 

listing of legal rights and examine how and why suspect participation there is limited, the 

sequence ending in suspect starting his statement without having taken an active, explicit 

decision as to whether he wants to do so. 

 

Pre-sequence: Downgrading the concept 

 After an introduction where police officer gathers some personal information at the start 

of the interview, following a 1.5s break, she introduces the topic of legal rights in police 

interviews (31). 
 
 Extract 2.1 

 027 Sus2 vi jobber sammen egentlig , 
  we  work together actually 

028  vi har en liten: eh butikk . 
  we have a  small uh store 

029 Pol2 riktig . 
  right 

030  (1.5) 

 031 Pol2 e:  når  du  er  i  et  avhør  
  uh when you are in an interrogation 

 032  så får du noen rettigheter da , 
   then you get some rights ‘da’ 

033 Sus2 hm[hm] 
   hmhm 

034 Pol2   [e]: og: siden du: er ehm (0.3) sjefen: 
   uh and since you are uhm (0.3) the boss 

035  på ((firma)) så er du: (eh og) ansett  
  at ((FIRM)) you are (uh also) considered 

036  som eh (0.4) mistenkt  



62 
 

  uh   (0.4) suspect 

 037  da  får du  status som mistenkt 
  then you get a status as suspect 

038 Sus2 °hmhm° 
  hmhm 

 039 Pol e det høres veldig skummelt ut  
  eh that sounds really scary 

 040  [  men e:h det  ]  
     but uh that 

041 Sus2 [(ja det er-) hh] 
  (yes that is-) hh 

 042  Pol2 betyr bare at du [har  no]en rettighet[er] . 
  just  means that you have  some  rights 

043 Sus2       [forstår .]  [ja] 
     I understand    yes 

 

 Police officer’s utterance in line 31 introduces a piece of information that suspect is 

considered not to know from before: so when you are in an interview, then you get some 

rights. While it is formulated as a general statement about anyone who is in a police 

interview, it functions here as a pre-announcement that suspect is about to “get” some rights. 

The formulation further includes a post-positioned particle ‘da’, which is “used in order to 

ostensively communicate a contrast between the speaker’s assumption and the speaker’s 

assumption about the hearer’s assumption” (Fretheim, 2015, p.401). Its direct translation to 

English would be then but that does not have the same function as ‘da’, which is a way here to 

both claim epistemic authority over the other and mitigate the importance of the declarative 

that precedes it (Fretheim, 2006). Suspect’s continuer hmhm (33) overlaps with police officer 

beginning a new turn, who thereby treats her own previous turn as not requiring any response. 

Police officer’s qualification of her own utterance as sounding scary (39) followed by that 

just means (42) is an account for her informing suspect about his suspect status, and it 

suggests that suspect does not know the concept and/or its implications, making relevant the 

current context in which the participants find themselves: this suspect status applies to a you. 

The use of but it just means both makes relevant that suspect did not have prior access to this 

information, and mitigates the importance of this information characterizing suspect status as 

“just” involving “some rights”. The formulation of the pre-announcement here thus works to 

characterize or assess the upcoming information as not so important, thereby setting 

“parameters for the recipient’s parsing and recognition” (Schegloff, 2007, p.39) of what is to 

follow. Suspect’s I understand, yes (41) gives a go-ahead for police officer to continue – or 

better, to start – her multiunit talk project introducing suspect to his legal rights. 
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  The pre-sequence announcing the communication of legal rights here thus refers to legal 

rights as a general, procedural concept, information about which has to be communicated to 

suspect because of his status as a suspect. Through mitigation, the importance of these legal 

rights is downplayed, and in addition, the formulations here do not make relevant these rights 

as important for the current interactional context in which the participants find themselves. 

Rather, legal rights are “just” something that suspect has, and police officer will explain what 

that means in the upcoming sequence.  

   

Information-giving sequence: A set of rights 

 Following police officer’s pre-announcement introducing the topic of legal rights, she 

introduces the first of these in lines 44-46. 

 
 Extract 2.2 

 044 Pol2 e:h først og fremst så betyr det at 
   uh first and foremost that means that 

 045  du ikke har noe plikt: 
   you do not have any obligation 

 046  til å forklare deg for politiet , 
   to make a statement to the police 

 047 Sus2 hm . 
   hm 

 048 Pol2 e:h du har også rett til advokat  
   uh you also have the right to a lawyer 

 049  eh på et hvert trinn av saken 
   uh at any stage of the case 

 050  også under denne samtalen , 
   also during this conversation 

 051 Sus2 (°h[m]°) 
      hm 

 052 Pol2    [e]:hm . 
        uhm 

 053  (0.9) 

 054 Pol2 .mts .h 
   .mts .h 

 055  (3.8) 

 056 Pol2 og  så  skal  du  gjøres kjent med saken , 
   and then you shall be informed of the case 

 057  det betyr  at  e::m:  at eh vi har anmeldt:- 
   that means that uhm that uh we have reported- 

 058  vi kommer til å anmelde deg  
   we are going to report you 

 059  for bruk av ulovlig arbeidskraft , 
   for  use of  illegal  labor 
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 The formulation of the right to remain silent in lines 44-46 stays close to the legal text, its 

formal character further strengthened by the use of ‘politiet’ (the police) in third person rather 

than police officer referring to herself as the relevant representative for the police in this 

particular context. That way, police officer distances herself from this procedure, introducing 

the right as something that is between suspect and the police and not translating that to the 

current context in which police officer is present. In other cases (e.g. example 3), this more 

general reference is reformulated into answering my questions, and there this gets a response 

from suspect. This does not imply that it is the translation from the police to me that generates 

participation from suspect – other factors like lexical simplification probably have an 

influence as well – but it gives an example of how police officer might reformulate not only 

legal wordings but also such nouns referring to some unspecific external entity. Suspect 

produces a continuer hm in line 47, for police officer then to move on to the next legal right. 

The formulation here is slightly more accommodated to suspect as a participant in the current 

conversation, in the sense that (1) the wording ‘forsvarer’ (defense lawyer) is reformulated to 

the somewhat less specific and more common ‘advokat’ (lawyer); and (2) it refers to the 

current context as ‘denne samtalen’ (this conversation). The latter works to contextualize the 

concept of suspect having a right to legal assistance in general, at any point, to their right to 

have a lawyer during this conversation, i.e. here and now. This makes relevant the current 

interactional context and how the conversation might proceed, thereby involving suspect in it. 

A side note here would be that calling the investigative interview a “conversation” does not 

only make it more context-specific, but also mitigates the concept of a police interview and 

downplays the seriousness of the situation (see e.g. Ainsworth, 1993). The interview will have 

a much bigger impact in suspect’s personal life than a regular “conversation” does. For the 

purpose of my analysis here though, most importantly, it contextualizes the concept of 

“interviewing” in general to something going on here and now. At the same time, the 

formulation using you have the right is static and does not assume, promote or invite for 

active suspect participation: compare for example you can have if you want in example 4, 

which projects a later question to suspect whether he indeed wants to have one (do you want a 

lawyer present?). 

 At the level of turn allocation, following information about the right to legal assistance, 

there is a break leaving the floor open for a possible change of speaker, but suspect does not 

self-select to produce the next turn. Police officer’s uhm (52) produced in overlap with 

suspect’s contribution in 51 works to interrupt and end suspect’s turn, obstructing a possible 

elaboration. The following 0.9s pause is not used by either speaker, until police officer 
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produces a click (54) then followed by a 3.8s pause in which neither of the participants takes 

the floor to produce a TCU. The absence of speaker change and police officer’s moving on to 

the next piece of information (56) shows how both participants treat police officer’s previous 

turn as not requiring more than a continuer from suspect before it can be followed up by the 

next turn. The statement that suspect can have a lawyer at any point and also under the current 

conversation is thus treated as an information, rather than an offer or a question inviting for 

suspect to participate and take an active decision. 

  Police officer then continues in line 56 with informing suspect of the nature of the case. 

The linking words first and foremost (44), also (48) and and (56) conjoin these various 

utterances to be part of a larger sequence, the entirety of which was introduced earlier with 

you have some rights, thereby classifying each of the utterances that follow here as informing 

about rights suspect has. This works to help the recipient interpret each following turn as part 

of the larger multiunit talk project that was embarked on earlier. Police officer had not treated 

her previous turns as requiring a response from suspect, and as the following turns continue 

the same “project”, they also do not require, and do not get, a response from suspect. 

  All in all, the formulation of legal rights in the example here mostly stays at the general, 

procedural level and is hardly contextualized to the you-and-me here-and-now context. Some 

elements, though, contextualize from the general presentation of legal rights to this particular 

suspect and this particular interview: a reference is made to this conversation; the different 

turns are connected as introducing a set of rights that suspect has (by virtue of him being a 

suspect in this case); and suspect is involved in the conversation through metacommunication 

explicating what is going on (and then you shall be informed of, 56). Suspect’s participation 

in this process is minimal: it is restricted to a hm (47) and hm (51) in response to the reading 

out of the first two legal rights. 

 At this point in the conversation, we may thus observe that there has been no active 

suspect participation and that suspect so far has not taken any standpoint as to whether he is 

willing to make a statement to the police, here and now, in this interview, talking to this 

police officer, without the assistance of a lawyer. 

 

Post-sequence: Checking comprehension 

  Following police officer’s specifying the background for the case, she moves on to the 

instruction to the next phase, where suspect will be asked to make a statement.  
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Extract 2.3 

074 Pol2 e:m: (.) så: 
  uhm  (.) so 

075  (0.5) 

076 Pol2 det første:: m: e::h ber deg  
  the first thing m uh ask you 

077  om å gjøre nå (er) at du forteller 
  to   do   now (is) that you talk 

078  litt e:h fritt ¿ 
  a bit uh freely 

079 Sus2 hm ? 
  hm  

080  (0.3) 

081 Pol2 og så kommer jeg til å stille  
  and then  I  am going to ask 

082  noen spørs[mål] . 
  some questions 

083 Sus2        [ja ?] 
       yes 

084 Sus ja= 
  yes= 

085 Pol =til slutt . 
  =in the end 

086 Sus2 (kan) jeg gjøre det ↑nå eller ? (.)((ler)) 
  (can)  I  do  that  now  or  (.) ((laughs)) 

087 Pol2 j:a ? (0.2) da  har  du  forstått  
  yes  (0.2) then you have understood 

088  rettighetene dine du har ikke noe  
  your  rights  you do not have any 

089   spørsmål rundt det ? 
  questions regarding that  

090 Sus2 nei egentlig ikke jeg har  
  no   not  really  I  have 

091  ingenting å skjule egentlig , 
  nothing  to  hide  really 

092 Sus2 [e:h j-] 
    uh I- 

093 Pol2 [ n:ei ] 
    no  

 

  The utterances in 76-78 and 81-82 are formulated as explicating the communicative 

action done through them: first, the first thing I ask you to do now (76-77) is an explicit 

performative request for suspect to do something. The rest of the formulation that you talk a 

bit freely makes that accepting the request is less optional – compare I will ask you to make a 

statement (see example 3). Second, with and then I am going to ask you some questions (81-

82) police officer exercises her deontic rights and announces a decision about what we are 
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going to do: this is what we will do, regardless of whether you want to do it. These utterances 

here are thus formulated as announcements about what communicative action police officer is 

doing or is about to do: police officer has the power and authority to make such decisions 

about what will happen next in the conversation, and does not need any approval or go-ahead 

from suspect. The decisions do not include any form of conditionality, in the sense that what 

happens next in the conversation would be dependent on suspect’s decision as to whether he 

wants to make a statement. Such conditionality might have been expressed through adding for 

example if you want to or through rather formulating it as an actual request, e.g. can I ask you, 

making it more likely for suspect to treat the utterance as an offer rather than the 

announcement of a plan, of the agenda. Suspect’s turn hm? in line 79 in response to police 

officer’s announcement is of the type that may possibly indicate a hearing or an understanding 

problem – given the rising intonation – but is not treated as such by police officer, who does 

not address this hm? but rather moves on to expand on her own previous turn in 81. Suspect’s 

yes in line 83 then, produced in overlap with the final syllable in police officer’s turn 

announcing the rest of the plan for the conversation, treats that turn as an announcement and 

functions as a continuer. Suspect then follows up in line 86 checking his understanding or 

interpretation of the previous sequence: was this the end of the instruction? With this, he 

treats the previous turns by police officer as announcements and instructions to what he is 

supposed to do, and acknowledges police officer’s authority to control the local interactional 

agenda by asking for permission to start making his statement. 

  Police officer confirms suspect’s interpretation of her previous turns and gives a go-ahead 

approving suspect’s suggestion that he begins making his statement. This yes is shortly 

followed by a comprehension check inviting suspect to claim understanding in lines 87-89: 

then you have understood you rights you do not have any questions around that? Police 

officer here produces two TCUs without a break between them, reformulating the initial 

statement that suspect has understood his rights, to a follow-up aiming at possible questions 

suspect may have. This leaves the second question as the “relevant” one, and suspect’s answer 

in lines 90-91 only addresses that second question. Police officer’s turn here requires a 

response from suspect, and invites to acceptance, while also opening up for the possibility that 

suspect may have questions about what he has been told. The formulation of both these TCUs 

and especially the second one as a declarative projects a specific answer that is in line with 

the assumptions revealed in the propositional content of the question. It suggests that police 

officer assumes, based on what has happened so far in the conversation, that suspect has 

understood his rights and does not have any questions. The declarative you do not have any 
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questions regarding that asks for a confirmation from suspect that this assumption is correct. 

Suspect’s turn no not really (90) responds to the second question and confirms that indeed, he 

does not have any questions. Producing a new TCU, suspect claims that he has nothing to 

hide really (91); police officer’s response no in line 93 accepts suspect’s answer and treats it 

as sufficient “proof” or confirmation that suspect has indeed understood his rights and the 

conversation can move on. Police officer’s question here asked for a confirmation from 

suspect that he had understood his rights, or in second instance, that he had no questions 

around them, rather than asking suspect to take a stance and make a decision about whether 

he wants to use his rights. She treats suspect’s I have nothing to hide really as him waiving 

his rights and being willing to make a statement. Suspect’s answer further shows that he 

interprets police officer’s question as being about whether he “has anything to hide”. It 

reveals an understanding of legal rights that is not quite in line with their actual purpose and 

could have been used by police officer as an opportunity to correct that understanding and/or 

elaborate on the meaning and implications of the rights that suspect has: those rights are not 

there to be used only by persons who “have something to hide”, but rather, they are intended 

to secure suspects’ opportunities to promote their own interests and have as fair a legal 

process as possible. In that sense, this might be considered a missed opportunity for police 

officer to talk to suspect about the implications of waiving or invoking his legal rights. 

 In addition to the fact that the question thus was aimed at comprehension rather than 

inviting for a decision, its temporal placement in the interaction is a further element that is 

interesting in terms of suspect participation. As discussed above, the questions checking for 

understanding and preceding suspect’s statement only come after police officer has given 

instructions to how suspect is expected to make a statement. These instructions are formulated 

as announcements or decisions about the conversational agenda rather than conditionally as 

offers or potential ways forward. This clearly assumes and treats suspect’s cooperation and 

willingness to make a statement as a given, leaving the questions in 87-89 more as a final 

comprehension check before proceeding to the next topic, rather than them being posed as a 

premise for the whole rest of the conversation taking place.  

 All in all, the sequence in extract 2.3 here thus does not invite for active participation from 

suspect, nor does it contain a direct invitation and explicit moment for him to either waive or 

exercise his rights. The comprehension-checking question in 87-89 requires a specific type of 

answer and does not give suspect much opportunity to actively design his own 

contribution(s). Despite this, suspect does contribute with a slightly more elaborate answer 
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than he minimally has to, stating that he has nothing to hide. This utterance is treated by both 

participants as suspect waiving his legal rights, while it does not do so explicitly. 

 

Summary: ”just” rights 

 This second example showed some similarities with the first, and suspect likewise does 

not take an explicit decision about exercising his legal rights. My main observations about 

participation-enabling practices, their consequences, and the actions suspect’s contributions 

realize were as follows: 

 First, police officer’s use of practices that enable participation was limited, yet she did 

simplify some of the legal information and contextualized it to be applicable to here-and-now 

context (cf. this conversation). At the same time though, other elements appeared to rather 

reduce or restrict suspect’s motivation and opportunity to participate: she set the scene for a 

passive role for suspect in what is “not scary” but “just” some rights; she did not facilitate or 

allow for suspect to make any more-than-minimal contributions during the presentation of 

legal rights; and the only direct invitation to participate came in the form of delayed 

comprehension-checking questions which limited suspect’s opportunities to design his own 

turns, and besides, were formulated in a way that preferred a confirmation that he had no 

questions. 

 Second, the immediate observable consequences of police officer using or not using such 

practices enabling participation became visible through the absence of more-than-minimal 

responses from suspect throughout almost the entire activity of informing about rights. While 

he was not directly invited to make any contributions along the way, two hm’s functioned as 

continuers, and a repeated yes as an information receipt. Two of these were produced in 

overlap though, and one was latched, showing that police officer did not treat her own turns as 

requiring any response from suspect. His only two more elaborate responses occurred at the 

end, proposing to move on and start his statement, and then, following a comprehension-

checking question, rejecting the opportunity to ask any questions. 

 Third, the contributions suspect made thus realized four types of actions: 

a. an elaborated go-ahead (I understand, yes) in the pre-sequence accepted police 

officer’s announcement of and account for informing him about his legal rights; 

b. minimal responses in the pre- and information-giving sequence functioned as 

continuers confirming the receipt of information; 
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c. a self-initiated turn asking for permission to start was taken up by police officer as 

claiming understanding, to which she asked for another confirmation that this was 

indeed the case; 

d. a final response rejected the opportunity to ask questions and was treated by both 

participants as suspect effectively waiving his legal rights. 

  To conclude, the absence of participation-enabling practices and police officer not 

treating responses by suspect along the way resulted in limited and restricted participation by 

suspect. While he did produce two more elaborate turns towards the end, he then commenced 

his statement to the police without having taken an active, explicit decision about whether he 

wanted to do so. 

 

5.2.3 Example 3: “here and now” 

The following example comes from an interview between a police officer (Pol3) and a 

suspect (Sus3), where also suspect’s mother and a second police officer are present, without 

taking part in the conversation in this introductory phase of the interview. In the interaction 

here, suspect contributes at various points with more-than-minimal responses, and ends up 

taking an explicit decision that he wants to make a statement. Police officer’s interactional 

behavior enables suspect participation in several ways, most importantly by contextualizing 

the general concept of legal rights to the specific interactional context with this specific 

suspect, in which he needs to make a decision about his legal rights, here and now. In the 

analysis below, I examine how this interaction unfolds and how participants treat each other’s 

contributions as police officer moves from the general introduction of suspect’s legal rights to 

a specific moment at which suspect is invited to take the decision to waive or invoke his 

rights. I examine what happens when suspect participates in the interaction and how the 

participants arrive at a common understanding that suspect will make a statement. The 

analysis of this example focuses specifically on how the listing of legal rights is 

accommodated to the specific suspect in the specific interactional context, and how police 

officer through specific direct questions invites for suspect participation. 

 

Pre-sequence: Information first 

Extract 3.1 below here shows the beginning of the recording, where police officer, in 

response to suspect’s initiative and suggestion to start the interview, announces that she will 
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first give suspect some information. This shows how the division of deontic rights restricts 

who can do what: police officer decides what happens next in the conversation. 
 

Extract 3.1 

001 Pol3 nå har jeg starta: lydopptakern ¿ 
  now I have started the sound recorder 

002 Sus3 ja 
  yes 

003  (20.0) 

004 Sus3 skal vi begynne eller skal . 
  shall we start or shall 

005 Pol3 ett øyeblikk bare (0.5)[jeg skal] eh  
  just one moment  (0.5)   I shall uh 

006 Sus3         [°okei°]  
            °okay° 

007   (0.6) 

 008 Pol3 gi deg litt i- informasjon først , 

  give you some i- information first 

009  (1.2) 

010  og så: eh kommer jeg til å:: (0.8) be deg  
  and   then uh   I   will  (0.8) ask  you 

011  om å forklare deg . 
  to make a statement 

012  (0.4) 

013  om  de:t jeg (0.2) [ønsker informasjon om] 
  about what I (0.2)  want information about 

014 Sus3      [   jaja det jaja    ]  
       yeahyeah that yeahyeah 

015  (0.3) 

016  Sus3 [  ja  ] (det også)  
    yes  (that too/also) 

017 Pol3 [okei ?] 
   okay  
  

 

Police officer’s turns in line 5-13 together form a pre-announcement of what will happen 

next in the conversation, of the multiunit project in which she will give some information. 

Police officer here explicates and announces what she is about to do: deliver some kind of 

information, then ask for a statement. In both these formulations in 5-8 and 10-11, police 

officer is the one acting to give information and ask for a statement about what she wants 

information on. While suspect will thus be invited to participate – he will be asked to make a 

statement – when and about what this statement would be is not up to him to decide. Through 

this pre-announcement, police officer thus sets the scene for a passive role for suspect in the 

upcoming sequence. In addition, similar to in examples 1 and 2, she announces this “plan” for 
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what is coming up as something she decides, rather than proposes or asks. The (pre-)request 

in lines 10-13 is similar to that in example 2, but its formulation leaves the option of not 

accepting the request more open: I will ask you to make a statement. Its preferred answer is 

still to comply with the request and agree to make a statement though; a more neutral (pre-) 

request would be to ask “I will ask you whether you want to make a statement” (not from the 

data, hypothetical). In any case, police officer announces here that the “question” to suspect 

about making a statement is part of the plan, and that plan is therefore slightly more 

“conditional” than in other examples. 

Suspect’s next contribution comes in line 14 with yeahyeah that yeahyeah. Such so-called 

“multiple sayings” (Stivers, 2004) may be used by speakers to address an in-progress course 

of action – here, police officer’s announcing of the plan, agenda for the conversation – rather 

than just the prior utterance. Suspect’s turn here is produced in overlap with police officer’s 

increment in line 13 adding to her ongoing turn, and functions to signal his stance that “the 

prior speaker has persisted unnecessarily in the prior course of action and should properly halt 

course of action” (Stivers, 2004, p.260). This response and a next yes in line 16 then function 

as an accept of the plan and continuer for police officer’s multiunit talk project, produced in 

overlap with her checking agreement from suspect with okay? in line 17. The okay? functions 

here as a tag to police officer’s announcement of the plan, and has several structural roles in 

the interaction at the same time: it checks for understanding and asks suspect to “accept and 

wave through what has been said” (Schleef, 2005, p.70). Police officer’s proposed “plan” for 

the upcoming information-giving sequence is now approved and the conversation can move 

on. 

 

Information-giving sequence: Reformulations and comprehension checks 

  Following extract 3.1 discussed above, police officer gathers personal information from 

suspect as well as reading out some details about the interview and the people present in it for 

the benefit of the sound recorder. She then moves on to informing about what suspect is 

charged for and what legal rights he has in connection with that, though without introducing 

these explicitly as legal rights. 

 
Extract 3.2a 

048  Pol3 e: (.) du er mistenkt ¿ 
  uh (.) you are suspected 

049  Sus3 ja . 
  yes 
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050  (0.7) 

051 Pol3 for å (.) gå me:d kniv . (0.5) [på] offentlig sted . 
  of (.) carrying a knife (0.5) in a public place 

052  Sus3                [ja] 
          yes 

053  Sus3 hm (0.3) og det var ikke med vilje . 
  hm (0.3) and that was not on purpose 

054  Pol3 nei (.) jeg skjønner . 
  no   (.) I   see 

055  (0.3) 

056   men vi kommer til eh det etter hvert , 
  but we will get at uh that later on 

057   (0.7)  

058   e: (0.2)  du   har   ikke    plikt 
  uh (0.2) you do not have any obligation 

059  til å forklare deg for politiet , 
  to make a statement to the police 

060  (0.4) 

061 Sus3 hm 
  hm 

062  (0.3) 

063 Pol3 skjønner du: hva det betyr ? 
  do you understand what that means 

064 Sus3 (nah jeg tror det) . 
  (nah I think so) 

065  (0.5) 

066 Pol3 ja (.) du må ikke forklare deg . 
  yes (.) you do not have to make a statement 

067  (0.5)  

068  du må ikke svare på mine spørsmål . 
  you do not have to answer my questions 

069 Sus3 jo jeg kan det . 
  ‘jo’6 I can do that 

070 Pol3 okei (0.3) .h e:h  
  okay (0.3) .h uh 

 

 Police officer here introduces the charge and the right to remain silent through a series of 

turns. These are divided into installments and produced as increments, clearly asking for 

confirmation of understanding along the way through pauses and questions. In line 48-51 she 

first informs suspect of his status as suspect in the case. Suspect’s yes in line 49 works as an 

information receipt or agreement that both participants do not treat as needing any further 

response. After a 0.7s pause, police officer produces an increment to her turn in 48 adding 

further information on the nature of the case: this is the execution of her legal obligation to 
                                                        
6 ’jo’ here is used to negate the negative proposition in you do not have to answer; has no equivalent in English 
(Svennevig, 2001). 
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inform suspect of what he is charged for. Suspect’s yes produced in overlap with the second 

segment of this turn functions again as an information receipt in response to the first segment 

for carrying a knife, treating that TCU as inviting for a response. Following the subsequent 

addition in a public place, suspect’s response in line 53 treats the now completed utterance in 

48-51 as a whole not as an information but as an allegation and an invitation for him to 

explain himself and contradict the allegation: he protests that he has not done anything wrong 

on purpose. This response follows shortly after police officer’s turn in 51 reaches a possible 

completion, suspect thus actively self-selecting to produce the next turn. 

 Police officer in line 54 responds to suspect’s initiative to start talking about the case 

dismissing it as not appropriately timed: she acknowledge suspect’s assertion, but states that 

this is something they will get at later on. This is a rare instance of a (non-minimal) turn by 

suspect that was not directly invited for by police officer: as it shows from her treatment of 

suspect’s initiative, she did not consider her own previous turn as requiring or inviting for this 

type of response. While suspect here thus participates actively in the conversation by 

designing his own turn at own initiative, this clearly shows how participation is restricted and 

regulated by police officer: she is in the position to decide what is appropriate and when. 

 Moving from the specific context of the case and suspect’s status, police officer in line 58 

now changes to the introduction of legal rights, while still not qualifying them as such: you do 

not have any obligation to make a statement to the police. The formulation here stays close to 

the legal text and is not accommodated to the particular individual in this particular context; 

even more so, the use of third-person the police instead of a context-specific reference to 

police officer herself as the relevant representative of that institution in this situation 

reinforces the generic character of the utterance. Suspect’s minimal response hm (61) is here 

not accepted by police officer as sufficient proof that he has understood. It is followed up by a 

comprehension check do you get what that means inviting suspect to claim understanding of 

what he has been told, thus inviting and requiring participation in the form of an answer to 

this yes/no question. Suspect replies with an epistemically downgraded I think so which is 

treated by police officer as not adequate to demonstrate understanding in that she follows up 

with two reformulations. Only after suspect’s ‘jo’ I can do that does police officer leave the 

topic with a final okay, accepting the stance suspect has adopted (Schegloff, 2007, p.120) to 

then move on to the next item. Suspect’s answer demonstrates an understanding of the right to 

remain silent as something he can act upon: he here takes a stance on it, deciding that he can 

answer police officer’s questions, even though he does not have to. His understanding of the 

previous turns is further illustrated by a response-initiating ‘jo’, which functions to negate the 
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negative proposition in police officer’s explanation that he does not have to answer 

(Svennevig, 2001b). The sequence here shows how police officer through a direct question 

and reformulations invites suspect to come with some contribution, and does not accept a 

minimal or unspecific response at first instance. 

 
Extract 3.2b 

071  (0.8) 

072  Pol3 og du har rett til å ha en advo↑kat:  
  and you have the right to have a lawyer 

073   (0.5) 

074  Sus3 hm . 
  hm 

075  (0.9) 

076  Pol3 og du har også rett  
  and you also have the right 

077  til å ha en advokat til stede  
  to have a lawyer present 

078  når du snakker med politiet , 
  when you speak to the police 

079  Sus3 ja de:t vet jeg . 
  yes that I know 

 

 Following a pause in 71 police officer introduces the next legal right, connecting it to the 

previous utterance using and. Suspect produces a minimal response hm (74) followed by a 

0.9s pause. Police officer treats this as a continuer and adds another piece of information: that 

this also applies to a situation in which suspect is talking to the police. The utterance in 76-77 

using unspecific wording for both the current situation (have a lawyer present) and the 

speaker (the police) makes relevant the general right to legal assistance in police interviews 

rather than the specific right of this particular individual in this particular situation to be 

assisted by a lawyer, here and now. At this point, suspect is not (directly) invited to contribute 

in some way or announce any decisions: he is just informed of a general fact. Suspect’s 

response in 79 treats the previous turn by police officer as an information, rather than an offer 

or a question, by making an epistemic claim about the newsworthiness (Schegloff, 2007, 

p.37) of the information that he has just been presented with: yes that I know. This response 

makes relevant the preceding utterance as announcing some kind of news, and provides a 

relevant response to that type of utterance, claiming that in fact, this was not “new” to him. 

 Until this point, suspect participates to some degree, but only to claim understanding and 

already possessing some knowledge. Police officer has used some practices that enable 
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participation but so far only focused on understanding: comprehension checks, 

reformulations, installments and breaks between TCUs. Her formulations of legal rights go 

from general (no obligation to talk to the police) to specific (you do not have to answer my 

questions) and back to general (having a lawyer present when talking to the police). Suspect’s 

claims to understanding are not accepted in first instance as being sufficient, and are followed 

up with further questions inviting to claim understanding. Summing up, police officer uses 

practices to secure understanding, as a premise for suspect being able to take a decision, but 

has at this point not yet given suspect the opportunity to announce his decision about 

exercising rights. 

 

A new sequence: Inviting to make a decision 

 Following the sequence in extract 3.2 in which suspect has been introduced to his legal 

rights, police officer makes relevant the current interactional context in which suspect needs 

to make a decision about using them. 

  
Extract 3.3 

076  Pol3 og du har også rett  
   and you also have the right 

077   til å ha en advokat til stede  
   to have a lawyer present 

  078  når du snakker med politiet , 
   when you speak to the police 

079  Sus3 ja de:t vet jeg . 
   yes that I know 

 080  Pol3 ja (0.7) e::h  
    yes (0.7) uh 

 (0.4)  

 081  men du har ikke noe advokat: h 
   but you do not have any lawyer 

 082  her (0.2) nå  , 
   here (0.2) now 

 083  (0.8)  

 084  eh så  da  er spørs>målet< 
   uh so then the question is 

 085  om du er villig til å forklare deg , 
   whether you are willing to make a statement 

 086  (0.8)  

 087  nå ? (.) uten advokat tilstede . 
   now (.) without a lawyer present 

 088  Sus3 nei jeg kan: si: det som jeg tenker . 
    ‘nei’ I can say what I think 

 089  Pol3 ja (1.6) .h e: (1.2) så er det sånn at 
    yes (1.6) .h uh (1.2) then it is the case that 
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 Police officer’s turn in 81-82 functions as a post-expansion to her turn in 76-78 about the 

right to legal assistance also being applicable in police interview as discussed earlier in extract 

3.2, translating that right to the current interactional context, which is, indeed, a police 

interview. The right to legal assistance, then, is made relevant as something that concerns the 

situation in which suspect finds himself here and now (82). This functions as a question 

preface describing the current situation as the context in which suspect will be asked a 

question. Line 84 then launches a question frame (Lindström & Lindholm, 2009) so then the 

question is, followed by the question in 85-87. With that, the sequence here is not only a post-

sequence to the information-giving sequence preceding it, but it also launches a new 

sequence, or minimally an adjacency pair, with its own function in the interaction and its own 

agenda: obtaining a decision from suspect on whether he wants to waive or invoke his rights. 

The formulation in line 84-87 is one steering towards acceptance: as Sikveland and Stokoe 

(2016) argue in their work on the use of “willing” in invitations for conflict mediation, asking 

or proposing that the other is “willing” to cooperate is easier to align with and more likely to 

get a yes. An explanation for this suggested by Sikveland and Stokoe (2016) is that using 

“willing” shifts the focus away from the topic or aim of the question (to obtain a statement) 

and onto suspect’s moral identity; in addition, in the case of the police interview, being 

“willing” to cooperate with the police may by and of itself seem the preferred choice to 

suspects, who are careful to not confirm or aggravate the suspicion the police holds against 

them. The formulation using the question is whether as a question frame, which Lindström 

and Lindholm (2009) suggest positions the question within the local topical sequence and the 

conversational agenda (p.203), thus “activating” the current interactional context. It also 

contributes to making the question more “real” in the sense that it alerts suspect explicitly that 

there is a question to be answered, thus also somewhat reducing the preference for a yes 

answer. 

  Suspect’s answer (88) to the waiver question does, indeed, confirm him being willing to 

cooperate and make a statement. While the utterance starts with ‘nei’ (no), that here does not 

function as a negation/rejection, but rather is a response initiator that is typical in Norwegian, 

signaling that there may be some kind of problem with the response not being “fully 

consonant with the expectations or projections implied by the question” (Svennevig 2001, 

p148). In the case here, where ‘nei’ is followed by a confirmation that he is willing to talk, the 

response initiator may signal that suspect had understood the question as steering towards a 

“no”: the ‘nei’-prefaced answer may then work to problematize the question’s presupposition. 

That suggests that even though using “willing” is generally assumed to be steering towards 
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acceptance, suspect here interpreted it as leaving him the option not to be willing: then, the 

question was in fact taken to be a “real” one, to which suspect now chooses to negate the 

assumption that he might not be willing, but rather confirms that he is. Both participants treat 

this answer as an acceptable one to the question: suspect expresses his willingness to say 

something, and police officer accepts the answer as suspect being willing to make a statement 

– as attested by her response ‘ja’ (yes) then moving on to the next topic (89). The answer 

starting with a response initiator ‘nei’ is a reformulation and downgrading of the question, 

changing it from making a statement to saying what you think, the latter being both less 

formal and weaker. The answer is accepted as a waiver, suspect officially choosing to make a 

statement and thus waiving his legal rights. 

  Police officer’s contextualizing the generally applicable right to legal assistance, 

including during interrogation, to a real right this specific suspect has in this specific situation, 

not only invites but requires participation from suspect: he is selected as the next speaker and 

expected to produce an answer either confirming or rejecting his willingness to make a 

statement. Suspect’s elaborated answer that he can say what he thinks demonstrates an 

understanding of his legal rights as giving him the choice to either talk to the police or not. 

 

Summary: “here and now” 

  The third example I analyzed here was the first to result in an explicit waiver. I found that 

police officer’s use of interactional practices had positive consequences for suspect’s 

opportunities to make contributions, and specifically those types of contributions that are 

relevant for taking a decision about exercising legal rights. First, police officer used a variety 

of practices including comprehension-checking questions and reformulations throughout the 

information-giving sequence and, importantly, contextualizing the general concept of legal 

rights to the specific interactional context with this specific suspect, in which he needs to 

make a decision about his legal rights, here and now. Suspect was invited to do so through a 

direct question following the explanation of all legal rights, so asking for an informed 

decision. 

  Second, the immediate observable consequences of these practices became visible 

through quite active participation by suspect: he produced responses throughout, both 

minimal and more expanded, and both by other-selection answering questions, as well as by 

self-selection responding to the information he received. Following a direct invitation to do 

so, suspect announced that he was willing to make a statement; to be sure, though, he 

produced the preferred response to a question steering towards acceptance, with a slightly 
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weakened I can say what I think, thus waiving his legal rights explicitly but not taking a very 

strong stance. 

  Third, suspect’s contributions in this interview realized various types of actions: 

a. a few minimal responses functioned as continuers in the information-giving 

sequence; 

b. self-initiated turns treated prior turns as an invitation to start talking, treated an 

information as an offer, and evaluated the “news-ness” of information received; 

c. a weakened response to a comprehension-checking question was treated by police 

officer as signaling the need for further explanation; 

d. finally, a somewhat weakened response to being asked directly whether he wanted to 

make a statement functioned as a waiver of his legal rights. 

  To conclude, the use of participation-enabling practices resulted in more-than-minimal 

participation by suspect throughout, both in response to police officer’s invitations and at own 

initiative, and ended with him taking an active and explicit decision to waive his legal rights. 

 

5.2.4 Example 4: “mapping out” needs 
  The fourth example I discuss here is taken from a conversation between a police officer 

(Pol4) and a suspect (Sus4) taking place not at the police station, but at the time and place of 

apprehension. The extracts below show how police officer’s behavior works to invite suspect 

participation, this resulting in suspect choosing to invoke his right to be assisted by both an 

interpreter and a lawyer and the interview being discontinued. Police officer’s interactional 

behavior exhibits several of the practices mentioned earlier, including the explanation of 

procedures, repetitions, the contextualization of legal rights to a ‘here-and-now’ situation, 

and, importantly, the use of questions aimed at obtaining a decision. While suspect’s 

participation is limited, it is “relevant” and “effective” in the sense that it invokes his legal 

rights and achieves the concrete result that the interview is stopped.  

  The analysis here focuses on police officer’s dividing up this activity into two sequences: 

first, she gives information; then, she asks questions. I show how this is done and what 

consequences it has for suspect’s opportunities to take a stance with respect to his legal rights. 

   

Pre-sequence: Informing first 

 Following some introduction and formal information about the interview being sound 

recorded (1-10) police officer announces the next activity on the agenda. 
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Extract 4.1 

011 Pol4 e:h så må jeg spørre deg først-  
  u:h then I must ask you first-  

012  ehm jeg må gjøre deg kjent med  
  uhm I must inform you of 

013   noen rettigheter du har , 
  some rights you have 
014  (1.0) 

015 Pol4 og det er det atte du e: 
  and that is that that you e: 

 

 The utterance in 11-12 functions as a pre-announcement to the information that is coming 

up, what is about to happen: then I must ask you first- uhm I must inform you of some rights 

you have. In first instance, police officer starts her turn with a pre-asking, then I must ask you 

first, then interrupting herself to announce and qualify the upcoming activity as “informing” 

instead. With that, she changes from a TCU that would invite for active participation from 

suspect, either now or later on, to one that puts suspect in a passive position as the receiver of 

information. The latter was also used in the earlier examples 1 and 2 above, and there 

similarly functioned to attribute a passive role to suspect in the one-way process of delivering 

information. The trouble source and its repair solution are located in the same turn, and as I 

must ask you- and I must inform you of are direct alternatives with the same syntactical 

function in the turn, their adjacent placement suspends the ongoing talk: the TCU-in-progress 

is interrupted. The replacement repair I must inform you of is then established as not just a 

reformulation, but as the favored formulation, followed by the recognizable resuming of the 

TCU-in-progress with some rights you have (Lerner & Kitzinger, 2015, p.63). Police officer’s 

turn in 11-12 thus ends up being a pre-announcement, which is also observable through the 

absence of a response by suspect at the transition-relevance place in line 13. Suspect not self-

selecting in the 1-second break here is treated as him accepting the pre-announcement now 

formed after self-repair: that he is about to be informed of some something. 

  The formulation ‘å gjøre kjent med’ (to inform of) comes from the legal text that 

regulates what the suspect shall be informed of (‘skal gjøres kjent med’). The use of ‘må’ 

(must) in line 11 specifically makes relevant the fact that police officer is obliged to do what 

she is about to do. By presenting the communication of legal rights as an obligation derived 

from some external source, police officer reduces her own agency and attributes it to some 

other authority: she so distances herself from her individual role in the current conversation. 

The formulation in 11-12 is thus legal – it stays close to the law text – and procedural – it 

attributes agency to a source outside of the current context regulating what police officer must 
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do. At the same time, the pre-sequence introduces into the conversation the participants 

present: I and you. Police officer thereby makes relevant the fact that she is an individual 

talking to another individual, that the activity of informing is something I am doing towards 

you, and that it is specifically your rights that are the topic of conversation. The use of these 

personal pronouns here works to contextualize the general concept of legal rights and the 

procedure of a police officer informing a suspect about these, to the here-and-now situation in 

which the participants are placed. Such contextualization prior to the introduction of the first 

legal right (15-18) anticipates for suspect being present in and a part of the conversation that 

is going on, which may help encourage his active participation in it at a later point. 

 Yet the pre-sequence here is not yet the relevant moment for that to happen, as evidenced 

by the absence of a response by suspect at the transition-relevance place (14) following police 

officer’s pre-announcement: this is hardly surprising given the institutional character of the 

conversation and the expectation based on that that it is police officer who makes the 

decisions about what happens next in the conversation. 

 

Information-giving sequence: From informing to mapping out 

  The pre-announcement as discussed above is followed by a 1.0 second break (13), after 

which police officer continues her multiunit talk project by introducing the first legal right 

(15-18). 

  
Extract 4.2a 

 011 Pol4 e: så må jeg spørre deg først-  
   u:h then I must ask you first  

 012  ehm jeg må gjøre deg kjent med  
 uhm I must inform you of 

 013   noen rettigheter du har , 
   some rights you have 

 014  (1.0) 

 015 Pol4 og det er det atte du e: 
   and that is that that you e: 

 016  (0.4) 

 017 Pol4 du har ikke noe plikt 
  you do not have any obligation 

 018   til å forklare deg for politiet , 
  to make a statement to the police 

 019  (0.3) 

 020 Pol4 du kan  [ha en] forsvarer (0.2) til stede , 
  you can have a defense lawyer (0.2) present 

 021 Sus4   [(ja) ] 
     (yes) 
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 022 Sus4 j[a ] 
   yes 

 023 Pol4  [hv]is du ønsker det ¿ 
    if  you want that 

 024 Sus4 ja , 
  yes 

 025  (0.3) 

 026 Pol4 og  så  må  vi  kartlegge  
  and then we must map out  

 027  om   du   trenger   tolk   for   eksempel . 
   whether you need an interpreter for example 
 

  

 The sequence in lines 15-23 here shows a rather typical pattern for how interaction often 

unfolds at this point in the investigative interview: following the pre-announcement in 11-12, 

police officer lists a series of legal rights, nearly without any pauses, responded to by suspect 

with several minimal responses yes (21, 22 and 24). The formulation of these rights stays 

noticeably close to the text in the relevant law paragraphs and is only partly accommodated to 

fit the specific interview situation (here and now) with its unique participants (you and me). In 

lines 17-18, the right to remain silent is introduced with a similar wording to that in the law 

text, and while suspect is referred to as you (17), police officer refers to herself as the police 

(18) in general. In this way, police officer is not “present” as an individual and a participant in 

the current interactional context: the fact that suspect has no obligation to make a statement is 

something between him and “the police”, whereas the real, immediate question for suspect is 

whether he wants to make a statement to this individual sitting in front of them. The turn in 

17-18 does not invite directly for a response from suspect, suspect does not self-select (at this 

point, but see line 21), and police officer does not leave more than a 0.3 second pause before 

continuing: she does not treat her own utterance as requiring any kind of response. She then 

continues her multiunit project introducing the next legal right in line 20. The yes produced by 

suspect in line 21 in overlap with police officer’s utterance appears to be a delayed response 

to the announcement of the first legal right in lines 17-18. Prior to this, suspect has not made 

any contributions either in the form of information receipts, go-aheads or otherwise. As 

pointed out earlier, police officer’s pre-announcement that she is about to inform suspect of a 

set of legal rights (11-12) has created the expectation that the sequence following it is one in 

which information will be transferred from one participant to the other, and that this 

information is new to its recipient. The absence of more than minimal contributions by 

suspect is not surprising given police officer’s access to information and rights to decide 

about the progress of the conversation. Suspect’s contribution in line 21 treats the 
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announcement of his legal right to silence as an information which he confirms to have 

received and provides a response that is not addressed further by police officer, who continues 

her series of announcements both prior to and following it. The fact that suspect’s yes in line 

21 (delayed response) is produced in overlap with police officer’s turn in line 20 thus shows 

that police officer does not treat her own announcement in lines 17-18 as requiring any 

response from suspect. 

 In line 20, the right to be assisted by a lawyer is introduced, again in rather general terms: 

the formulation have a lawyer present is procedural and not accommodated to the current 

situation. The use of present specifically, is formal and leaves open how the presence of that 

lawyer would “come about”: suspect is allowed to “have” a lawyer, but it is not clear how he 

would “get” one. At the same time, addressing suspect with you and adding if you want that 

(23) makes relevant this particular individual as a participant in the conversation to whom this 

right is applicable, and who has a choice in either wanting this or not. 

 Following this announcement (20) suspect produces a response, yes (22), which overlaps 

with line 23 where police officer produces an increment to her earlier utterance, specifying 

that the possibility of having a lawyer present is subject to suspect’s preference. This opens up 

somewhat for suspect to express his preference, while it does not directly invite him to do so 

at this point. The overlap between suspect’s and police officer’s turns here shows, similar to 

that in lines 20-21, that police officer does not treat her own previous utterance in line 20 as 

requiring a response from suspect – or not yet. The utterance produced in line 23 forms an 

increment to police officer’s previous turn, thus continuing it beyond a possible completion 

point. Suspect however with his response in line 22 treats police officer’s previous turn as 

completed and self-selects to produce a yes which is treated as an information receipt or 

confirmation that he has understood. As opposed to the initial formulation in line 20, police 

officer’s wording if you want that (23) is more specific to the current situation in which 

suspect is attributed a more active role where he may or may not want to use his right to legal 

assistance. Suspect’s response yes in line 24 followed by a short break (25) before police 

officer produces her next announcement (26) again treats this utterance as inviting for some 

kind of minimal contribution. As opposed to the earlier instances described above, police 

officer here leaves a short break providing room for suspect to produce a response. Suspect’s 

yes is again treated as just an information receipt confirming that he has understood that he 

can have a preference: it is not treated as an answer to if you want that as an offer, invoking 

the right to legal assistance.  
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 So far, police officer’s turns have not been treated as requiring a response from suspect; 

those turns that he has produced have been taken up as go-aheads; and suspect has not had 

any real opportunities to produce other than minimal responses. 

 Police officer’s subsequent turn (26-27) continues the sequence of announcements using 

and linking it to their previous utterances. This next turn introducing the possibility of having 

to call in an interpreter forms a transition from the general description of legal rights to a 

focus on the here-and-now you-and-me context: it makes relevant the current situation in 

which individuals suspect and police officer are placed, where the need for an interpreter 

needs to be mapped out.  
 

Extract 4.2b 

 026 Pol4 og  så  må  vi  kartlegge  
  and then we must map out  

 027  om   du   trenger   tolk   for   eksempel . 
   whether you need an interpreter for example 

 028  (0.3) 

029 Sus4 ja , 
  yes 
 

 

 Police officer’s utterance here contextualizes to the here and now in two respects: first, it 

describes an activity that needs to be done (we must map out), rather than describing a fact 

(compare you can have if you want). Second, it makes relevant the involvement of both 

participants in that activity (we must map out) rather than police officer only (compare I must 

inform you).7 This turn is followed by a short break (28) and a yes from suspect (29), which is 

treated in the same way as the previous contributions by suspect: as an information receipt or 

acceptance which is not further addressed by police officer before she continues on to her 

next utterance informing about the topic of the interview (30 onwards). 

 In introducing legal rights in the extract discussed here, police officer does minimal to no 

interactional work to secure understanding or promote participation from suspect. Her 

formulation of rights mostly adheres to legal wordings and general descriptions, and is not 

accommodated to the specific individual in this specific interview. Despite the building up of 

turns in installments there is limited opportunity for suspect to produce responses, 

announcements by police officer are not treated as requiring a response, and when suspect 

does contribute these minimal responses are treated as information receipts or continuers. 
                                                        
7 Note that the formulation here also includes must, which ascribes some agency to an external source, either 
outside of the conversation (following a procedure) or within the conversation (doing this is a premise for being 
able to have this conversation). 
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Suspect participation is thus limited at this point, as are practices by police officer that invite 

for participation, except for contextualization in 26-27, yet that projects participation rather 

than demanding or opening up for it now. The sequence here shows how participation is 

managed locally: at this stage, police officer gives information (cf. the pre-sequence: I shall 

inform you), therefore no participation from suspect is needed or expected. 

 

Decision-making sequence: Establishing needs 

  Following the sequence discussed above in 4.2, police officer moves on to introduce the 

topic of the interview (30-38, not shown in transcription), followed by a series of questions 

establishing suspect’s needs and decisions about using his legal rights. 

 
Extract 4.3 

039 Pol4 e:h og så: eh spør jeg deg (v-) eh er det sånn- 
  uh and then uh I ask you (w-) uh is it so that-  

040   trenger    du    tolk  
  do you need an interpreter  

041  når  vi: tar  det avhøret her ¿ 
  when we take this interview here 

042  (0.3) 

043 Sus4 tolk  ja . 
  interpreter yes 

044 Pol4 du   trenger   tolk . 
  you need an interpreter 

045 Sus4 j[a .] 
  yes 

046 Pol4   [o]kei (0.3) vil du ha advokat (.) til stede= 
     okay (0.3) do you want a lawyer present= 

047 Sus4 =(adv-) 
  =(lawy-) 

048 Pol4 du   vil   ha   tolk   og   advokat 
  you want to have an interpreter and a lawyer 

049 Sus4 [ja .] 
  yes 

050 Pol4 [  o ]kei . 
    okay 

051  (0.3) 

052 Pol4 da: tolker jeg det slik at du er ikke villig  
  then I take it so that you are not willing  

053  til å la deg avhøre her og nå , 
  to be interviewed here and now 

054  e:h onsdag ((dato klokkeslett)) 
  uh wednesday ((date time)) 

055 Sus4 ja . 
  yes 
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056 Pol4 okei (0.2) det er greit  , 
  okay (0.2) that is fine  

057  da: trykker jeg bare: på stopp . 
  then  I  just  press  stop 

058 Sus4 ja . 
  yes 

 

 Police officer’s turn in 39 is introduced with a question frame then I ask you, followed by 

a question requiring an answer from suspect: do you need an interpreter? This utterance 

follows up the plan announced earlier in lines 26-27 that we must map out the suspect’s need 

for an interpreter. The formulation here works to make relevant the current interactional 

context and actively invite for suspect’s participation in it in three ways: 

(1) it is a question and selects suspect as the next speaker, requiring an answer, 

specifically in the form of a yes/no. As such, while it invites for suspect’s 

contribution, it also restricts his freedom to design an utterance of his own: suspect is 

invited specifically to either confirm or reject his need for an interpreter; 

(2) the preface then I ask you is performative and further works to emphasize that the 

action this utterance is meant to accomplish is that of asking the recipient a question. 

This prepares for suspect producing an answer in the next turn; 

(3) the phrase when we take this interview here makes relevant the specific situation in 

which participants are placed as the context in which the question is asked. 

 After a 0.3s break, suspect produces the next turn, interpreter yes (43), answering the 

question in the just-prior turn with an other-repetition of police officer’s final word, 

interpreter, followed by yes as a final particle (as is common in L2 interaction, cf. Svennevig, 

2004). This repetition plus response particle claims an understanding of the question and 

upgrades and substantiates the affirmative answer by identifying what it is an answer to. It is 

followed by police officer’s understanding check you need an interpreter (44), displaying and 

validating her understanding of suspect’s turn as affirming the need for an interpreter. 

Suspect’s yes (43) confirms that police officer’s interpretation of his previous turn is indeed 

correct. In this sequence the participants reach an agreement on how to interpret each other’s 

turns. Through this process, police officer and suspect thus cooperate to establish whether 

suspect wants to use an interpreter. Suspect’s participation is minimal in the sense that he only 

produces a short answer interpreter yes (43) and another affirmative yes (45), but these 

contributions are sufficient as they are produced in response to a direct question inquiring 

about his need for an interpreter. Police officer’s question in 39-41 works to encourage 

suspect participation and invites directly for accepting or rejecting the offer. Posing a yes/no 
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question demanding for suspect to take a decision makes relevant the current context in which 

speaker and hearer are placed, and puts legal rights into practice by direct other-selection 

while restricting allowable contributions from suspect. The result in the case described here is 

that suspect’s contribution, while minimal, is meaningful: it is treated by police officer as a 

decision about the advancement of the interview. 

 Moving on, in line 46 following a sequence-closing okay, police officer produces a new 

question: do you want a lawyer present? This, again, is a follow-up to an information earlier 

in the conversation (lines 20-23) and asks a specific question to the specific individual in this 

specific situation. Suspect’s answer could be the onset of another other-repetition with adv- 

but is not fully audible. It is treated by police officer as an affirmative answer, and she 

produces an understanding check in line 48, which asks for a confirmation that she correctly 

understood suspect’s answer here and combines it with the conclusion from the previous 

question: you want an interpreter and a lawyer. Suspect confirms in line 49 that indeed, this 

is a correct interpretation of his answers. Followed by another okay, police officer formulates 

the “gist” of the prior turns, which sums up the sequence and also functions as a final 

understanding check: this is how she has understood what has happened and what suspect has 

said. The confirmation by suspect with yes in line 49 validates police officer’s understanding 

as expressed in 48: police officer has understood suspect’s answers and wishes correctly. 

Police officer’s follow-up in lines 52-54 repeats what the participants now have established 

together, and refers back to the law text about being willing to make a statement: with that, 

she translates suspect’s answers to her questions to their legal implication and meaning. This 

functions both to conclude the interview and to record, formally, that the outcome of this 

conversation is that suspect invokes his legal rights and chooses not to make a statement. 

 

Summary: “mapping out” needs 

 The analysis of this fourth interview explored an example of a suspect invoking his legal 

rights and the interview being discontinued. This outcome is rare in the dataset: it only occurs 

in this one interview. It forms an interesting case for my study here as it illustrates how the 

interaction leading up to a suspect invoking his legal rights may unfold. I found that police 

officer used practices similar to those I have identified earlier, but in a more distinct way, with 

positive consequences for suspect’s opportunity to take a decision about exercising his legal 

rights. His contributions to the interaction were minimal yet effective in the sense that they 

realized the action of invoking legal rights. 
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 First, police officer’s interactional practices included the contextualization of legal rights 

to a “here-and-now” situation, and, importantly, the use of questions aimed at obtaining a 

decision. In addition, an important observation concerned how police officer divided up the 

rights communication activity into two sequences: first, she gave information; then, she asked 

questions. Through qualifying the second stage as something “we must map out”, and 

announcing that “then I ask you” questions, she prepared suspect that there was some role for 

him in this, “mapping out” together with police officer and answering questions. 

 Second, in line with this two-step set-up, suspect participation was minimal in the first 

pre- and information-giving sequence, which were qualified as “giving information”, while in 

second instance, suspect produced responses to a total of four questions and checks that had 

selected him as the next speaker. Suspect’s contributions were rather minimal, but sufficient 

to answer this series of yes/no questions and understanding checks. Importantly, the waiver 

questions here were formulated more neutrally than in examples 3 and 5 (cf. are you 

willing?), with no clear preference for either answering alternative (do you want?). 

 Third, these contributions by suspect, while they are not many and not so elaborate, thus 

do realize relevant actions: 

a. minimal yesses in response to information about the right to legal assistance and the 

possible need for an interpreter functioned as information receipts and were not 

further treated by police officer; 

b. affirmative answers with other-repetition (interpreter yes; lawy-) functioned to 

invoke legal rights; 

c. minimal yesses in response to several understanding checks functioned to confirm 

police officer’s formulations of gist and reconfirm the invoking of legal rights. 

 Finally, police officer checked several times with understanding checks and formulations 

of gist to get confirmed that she had understood suspect’s answers correctly. This functioned 

to follow up suspect’s contributions and secure a shared understanding by both participants of 

suspect’s decision regarding his legal rights. As mentioned earlier, this forms the only case in 

my dataset in which a suspect actually invokes his rights and the interview is discontinued. 

The unfolding of the interaction here is a very strong example of “bringing legal rights into 

practice” by giving suspect the opportunity to reflect over what he needs and wants, rather 

than just “informing about legal rights”. It also shows how in first instance, suspect’s minimal 

responses are treated as information receipts, while in the second phase, it then shows that he 

does in fact want to use these rights. Those minimal responses in the first sequence, as well as 

the absence of interruptions or self-selection to invoke his rights at own initiative, thus did not 
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function to say “yes I know/have understood and I do not want to exercise my rights”. The 

question sequence later shows that in fact, suspect did want to exercise his rights, and when 

he got the opportunity to do so, he was able to express this decision. 

 With that, the observations in this example clearly illustrate how the use of a particular 

kind of interactional practices by police officer enables suspect to participate meaningfully, 

and gives him the opportunity to take an explicit decision. 

 

5.2.5 Example 5: “that’s fine” 
So far, my analysis of four different examples has illustrated how the interaction between 

police officer and suspect may unfold sequentially, looking both at cases where suspects do 

not contribute or take a stance on whether they want to make a statement to the police, and 

cases where they do participate actively and make a decision. These cases were characterized 

by different degrees of suspect participation, and their analysis showed some tendencies in the 

participants’ interactional behavior at different stages. In the following, I examine a case that 

exhibits some of the same patterns but with a slightly different outcome: police officer (Pol5) 

here uses practices to invite for participation from suspect (Sus5), and suspect contributes 

actively, yet those contributions are formed and treated in a way that results in some 

interactional problems, which are not followed up and remain unsolved. Suspect does end up 

taking the decision that he wants to make a statement, while some of the interaction preceding 

that decision suggests that his understanding of his legal rights is not secured. 

  The case discussed here further strengthens and underlines the relevance of the argument 

brought up in earlier examples that certain practices may be successful in enabling suspect 

participation, but whether that is “meaningful” and “successful” participation may differ 

depending on their sequential context and the actions that these utterances, and the ones 

preceding and following them, realize. It also shows that a different sequence preceding the 

information-giving sequence, which advances on the waiver question, results in a different 

follow-up and a different frame for the information-giving sequence: as suspect’s decision is 

already established at the outset, the delivery of rights information then is treated as less 

important, not newsworthy, and less relevant. Thus, the ordering of sequences makes a 

difference: when suspect gets and uses the opportunity to decide on exercising his legal rights 

at the outset, he does participate from the start, but makes a decision before he has received 

all the information that may be relevant for being able to do so. 
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Decision-making sequence 1: The lawyer question 

 After a short introduction in which suspect is asked to provide some personal details, 

police officer begins a sequence leading up to a question to suspect about him using his right 

to legal assistance (23). 
 

 Extract 5.1 

 015 Pol5 e:hm (2.5) hm hm . 
   uhm (2.5) hm hm 

 016  (2.5) 

 017  Pol5 du::: e:: er jo pågrepet av politiet hH . 
    you uh have been arrested by the police 

 018   o:g jeg har jo vært oppe på cella:: di 
    and I have been up at your cell 

 019   o::g sagt at (eh)  
 and said that (uh) 

 020  du har fått oppnevnt forsvarer ((navn)) . 
    you have been assigned defense lawyer ((name)) 

 021  Sus5 ja 
    yes 

 022  Pol5 e:h istad ønska du:: (itte) å 
    uh earlier you did (not) want to 

 023   (0.9) 

 024   å:: ha  med   han    i    avhør 
    to have him with you in interrogation  

 025   (0.8) 

 026   eh hvordan stiller du deg til det nå , 
    uh which stance do you take on that now 

 027  Sus5 hva skal jeg med han , 
    what would I do with him 

 028   hva skal jeg med en forsvarer jeg skjønner ikke det . 
    what would I do with a defense lawyer I do not get that 

 029  Pol5 nei , 
    no 

 030  Sus5 jeg [ skal ] forklare meg man . 
    I     will  make a statement man 

031  Pol5   [(greit)] 
       (fine) 

 032  Pol5 ja (1.3) .h det er greit: ehm 
    yes (1.3) .h that is fine uhm 

 

 In lines 17-24, police officer produces a series of utterances in installments that function 

as giving information, describing something that happened in the past, each TCU being 

followed up by another one, adding to the pieces of information already given. The question 

in line 26 makes relevant the preceding utterances as a question preface: these build up to 

police officer’s final turn in which she selects suspect as the next speaker through an open 
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question. Several transition-relevance places pass without a shift of speaker, in lines 17, 18 

and 23, while the only shift of speaker (21) is a minimal response by suspect treating the 

announcement reaching possible completion at the end of line 20 as an invitation to confirm 

the assertion made. Police officer’s utterance in 18-20 concerns an event in the past, which is 

supposed to have involved both the speaker and the recipient, and suspect here produces a 

confirmation of or agreement to this description of the event, this earlier conversation. This 

contribution is then treated by police officer as a continuer, and she goes on to add further 

details about what is supposed to have happened in the earlier conversation between the two. 

This shows that both suspect and police officer orient to the expectation that more is coming, 

that police officer is not yet finished with her series of turns. 

 The utterance in line 24 refers to a specific situation (earlier) with specific participants 

(you and me) in which suspect has expressed a certain opinion. Police officer then introduces 

the current situation (now) in line 26 as the context in which suspect is asked to express his 

opinion, and requires a response from suspect. The question here is not only a question, it also 

constitutes an offer that suspect may accept, to have his lawyer with him in the interview. It is 

a neutral question with no preference for a certain answer alternative: this leaves it up to 

suspect to design and fill with content his own answer – compare a question along the lines of 

do you want a lawyer which expresses a slight preference towards an affirmative answer 

while also restricting the type of allowable contribution from suspect to yes/no. Suspect’s 

response in line 27-28 treats the question asked by police officer as being about his stance 

towards being assisted by a lawyer, specifically during this interview. The utterance takes the 

form of an interrogative, but it is treated by police officer as rejecting the offer: no (29), fine 

(31, though not fully audible) and yes that’s fine (32). With that, she treats suspect’s turn as 

some form of rhetorical questions not requiring an answer, and accepts it as providing an 

adequate and sufficient answer to her question in line 26. As Cerović (2016) argues in her 

work on suspects asking rhetorical questions, detectives’ response to these, though varying in 

form, is usually “disapproving, which indicates that they perceive suspects’ rhetorical 

questions as also challenging or unacceptable in certain ways” (p.37). In the case here, 

although suspect’s interrogative TCU what would I do with him followed by an increment 

expressing misunderstanding I do not get that makes this turn an answerable question 

(Cerović, 2016, p.26), police officer treats it as a rejection of the offer instead. This may be 

explained by the fact that, as Stivers and Robinson (2006) suggest, nonanswer responses to 

questions are dispreferred, and suspect’s turn is then treated as an indication of disalignment 

rather than of a nonanswer response (Hayano, 2013, p.404). Still, police officer could have 
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taken the question more literally and used the opportunity to come with some elaboration on 

and explanation of the potential advantages of having a lawyer present in the interview. 

Treating it as a rejection of the offer instead may be interpreted to be in line with what I have 

argued before to be the restrictions on suspect participation: expected or preferred responses 

by suspect are of the type accepting/rejecting, confirming/denying. Other types of 

contributions like asking questions – at least when not invited to do so – or initiating new 

sequences will then rather be treated as fitting those preferences, as the response here is 

treated as a rejection. Police officer thus treats the response as waiving the right to legal 

assistance. Her next move in 29 no and 31 fine indicates that she has analyzed suspect’s 

contribution as challenging the relevance or appropriateness of the question, rather than as 

signaling problems with understanding and answering the question. 

 Suspect then, in turn, confirms this interpretation in line 30 with a new TCU adding that 

he will make a statement, as an elaboration on his previous turn. This utterance treats police 

officer’s question as being about more than just their stance towards obtaining legal 

assistance. Instead, suspect relates his decision about making a statement to his decision about 

the possibility of obtaining legal assistance, and provides an answer to both: I will make a 

statement. With that, he accounts for not seeing the need to get legal assistance, reasoning that 

if he wants to make a statement he will not need a lawyer, and with that, if he would accept 

the offer to obtain legal assistance, that would be because he did not want to make a (full) 

statement. Police officer at this point, again, could have elaborated on and corrected this 

assumption: there should be no such connection between making a statement or not (or for 

that sake, between being guilty or not) and obtaining legal assistance or not. Instead, police 

officer’s response in 31-32 treats suspect’s answer as sufficient for waiving his right to legal 

assistance, and she moves on giving some practical details about breaks and other needs.  

  The ordering of sequences here is different from that in most interviews, as it makes 

relevant the decision about obtaining legal assistance at an early point, before suspect having 

received information about his legal rights. In examples 3 and 4 above, a similar sequence 

asking for a decision about exercising legal rights was rather placed at the end, after the 

information-giving sequence. In those cases, suspect’s decision is more directly based on the 

information he has received about what those legal rights entail. For the interview here, such 

decision-making sequence returns later in the conversation, which I discuss at extract 5.3, but 

importantly, suspect has already made an (initial) decision. In the next section, the actual 

information-giving sequence in extract 5.2 contains some indications that the already 

established waiver of the right to legal assistance, and the self-initiated announcement of the 



93 
  

decision to make a statement thus waiving the right to remain silent, have some consequences 

for the way in which their explanation is presented and received. The initial decision-making 

sequence thus provides a frame for what follows next. 

 

Information-giving sequence: Legal formulations and repetition 

 Following the sequence in extract 5.1 and the review of some practicalities, police officer 

introduces the first of legal rights in lines 44-47. Contrary to in most of the data material, 

police officer here does not use the word ‘rettigheter’ (rights) to introduce the activity of 

rights communication. Rather, she informs that there is something suspect should know, 

thereby setting the scene for a passive role for suspect as receiving some kind of knowledge, 

while not specifying what kind of knowledge that would be. With that, this preface has a 

function similar to what pre-sequences had in the other examples: to frame the upcoming 

turn(s) as information. 

 
 Extract 5.2 

 044  Pol5 det du skal: (.) vite er atte du: 
    what you should (.) know is that you 

 045   (0.6) 

 046   ikke har noe plikt til å forklare deg  
    do not have any obligation to make a statement 

 047   for  politiet  i  [ avhør ] ? 
    to the police during interview 

 048  Sus5            [  ja ? ] 
           yes  

 049   (1.2) 

 050  Pol5 e:h (0.3) og jeg må bare gjenta 
    uh and I just have to repeat 

 051   at   du  har  fått oppnevnt forsvarer ((navn))  
    that you have been assigned defense lawyer ((name)) 

 052   og du har en rett til å la deg bistå av forsvarer , 
    and you have a right to be assisted by a defense lawyer 

 053   i ethvert trinn av saken etter eget valg , 
    in any stage of the case according to own choice 

 054   også under politiavhør ? 
    also during police interviewing 

 055  Sus5 ((kremt)) ja . 
    ((cough)) yes 

 056  Pol5 det blir tatt lydopptak , 
    sound is being recorded 

 

  Police officer’s formulation of the right to remain silent in lines 44-47 here stays close to 

the legal text and does not accommodate the general wordings the police (in this case, me) 
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and in interview (which is what we are doing now) to the current context in which suspect and 

police officer find themselves. Suspect produces a minimal yes in line 48 in overlap with 

police officer’s interview, which treats police officer’s turn as complete after to the police by 

self-selecting to produce a response. Police officer produces an increment, though, continuing 

beyond the possible completion of her turn and holding the floor a bit longer to specify when 

this right to remain silent is applicable, namely in an interview situation. The 1.2s pause in 

line 49 shows that suspect orients to police officer holding the floor to produce the next turn, 

thus demonstrating an expectation that police officer has more to say before a further response 

from him becomes relevant. This despite the rising intonation at the end of the turn in line 47, 

which does not directly project that there is more to come, and could have been treated by 

suspect as inviting for further response, beyond the yes that he produces in overlap. While a 

long pause thus technically forms an opportunity for any speaker to produce a turn and take 

the floor, both participants here orient to the expectation that police officer is the relevant next 

speaker. 

  From line 50 then, police officer repeats suspect’s right to legal assistance, referring back 

to the earlier sequence as discussed in extract 5.1 above. The first segment here, stating that 

suspect has been assigned a lawyer, is context-specific, making relevant an earlier point in the 

conversation where this had been discussed. Police officer qualifies this information as a 

repetition of something that was already talked about, giving this more of a pro forma, “for 

the record” character. As was suggested earlier at extract 5.1, she thereby orients to the 

question of legal assistance as already resolved, rendering further elaboration on the topic 

unnecessary. 

  At the same time, the fact that suspect has been assigned a lawyer makes relevant suspect 

as a particular individual to whom something has happened (you have been assigned). The 

second segment though, in lines 52-54, is general, staying close to the legal text and not 

accommodating to the specific context with these specific participants, using for example 

according to own choice (procedural) instead of if you want (accommodated), and during 

police interviewing (procedural) instead of now (accommodated). Illustrative here is the shift 

from 51, where police officer refers to a specific individual using their name, to 52, where she 

uses a formal wording to inform about the right to legal assistance referring to that same 

person in general terms. This further strengthens the “speaking for the record” character of the 

turns here, where police officer must repeat this information to document that it has been 

given, for some purpose and audience outside of the conversation; this type of “police-
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centered” formulation, that is, “I must do this”, might discourage engagement from suspect 

(Rock, 2007, p.123), who is now “just” witnessing police officer doing her job. 

 Suspect throughout this sequence does not get or take the floor, both participants 

orienting to the expectation that police officer has not completed her turn, every TCU being 

followed up by a new one with virtually no pauses between them. Only after line 54, when at 

another transition-relevance place police officer’s intonation again rises, does suspect respond 

with an information receipt yes. Police officer follows up immediately with a new piece of 

information, fulfilling her duty to inform suspect that the conversation is being recorded and 

thereby preventing a possible elaboration of suspect’s turn. At this point, she does not ask any 

questions to check comprehension, ask suspect to make a decision about using his rights, or 

otherwise invites suspect to make any other type of contribution.  

 The delivery of legal rights in the interview here thus is, similar to in other examples, a 

short and effective procedure with police officer giving information and suspect not 

contributing beyond the minimal. Police officer’s formulation of these rights is procedural 

and general, staying close to the legal text and mostly not accommodating to the particular 

individual in this particular interview. Exception to this is the reference to the earlier point in 

the conversation where suspect having been assigned a lawyer also was discussed (see extract 

5.1), making relevant the fact that this right applies to this particular individual and concerns a 

particular lawyer. What is different in this case though is that the sequence here was preceded 

by a decision-making sequence in which it was established that suspect would not exercise his 

right to legal assistance. This provided a frame for the information-giving sequence as being 

about something that had already been resolved, at least for the legal assistance-part. 

 

Post-sequence and follow-up: Checking comprehension and willingness 

 Following the introduction of the right to remain silent and the right to legal assistance, 

police officer gives suspect some further information about the cases he is charged for, an 

official arrest warrant and information about sentence reduction. In line 120 then, after a 3.1s 

pause police officer produces a comprehension-checking question have you understood your 

rights? 

 
 Extract 5.3 

 119  (3.1) 

 120 Pol5 har du forstått dine 
   have you understood your 

 121  rettighe[ter som eh] mistenkt sikta , 
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     rights  as  uh  suspect charged 

 122 Sus5         [  jaja  ] 
              yeahyeah 

 123  (1.3) 

 124 Pol5 eh er du villig til å forklare de[g] ? 
   uh are you willing to make a statement 

 125 Sus5          [j]a 
             yes 

 126 Pol5 ja ? 
   yes 

 127  (3.0) 

 128 Pol5 hvordan stiller du deg til e:h (0.4) mistanken ? 
 which stance do you take on uh (0.4) the charge 

 

 The question produced in 120-121 makes relevant the previous sequence as a set of rights 

that suspect has by virtue of their status as a suspect. Police officer’s self-repair in line 121 

replacing suspect with charged seems more of a correction for her own sake: it is not 

responded to by suspect and it is also not directly relevant in the current situation in terms of 

legal rights. Suspect’s response produced in overlap starting at the last syllable in ‘rettigheter’ 

(rights) treats police officer’s turn as finished and making relevant a response after rights. His 

producing yeahyeah (122) is more than minimal, but rather a two-fold confirmation: in 

addition to claiming recognition and in this case understanding, this “multiple saying” 

functions to display that suspect finds police officer’s prior – or here, ongoing – turn 

problematic, unnecessary and/or not requiring further elaboration and to propose the ongoing 

action to be halted (Stivers, 2004, p.288). As Stivers (2004) suggests, the use of such multiple 

sayings may function to display talk as “addressed to a larger course of action rather than only 

to the just prior unit of talk” (p.288). In the case here, suspect’s yeahyeah thus treats police 

officer’s comprehension-checking question as the unnecessary pursuit of recognition beyond 

that already given by suspect in the prior talk. Even though this is the first time police officer 

mentions the word rights to qualify the information-giving sequence that she has just 

produced, suspect thus treats this information as already sufficiently dealt with, and 

unnecessary to address further. 

 A further opportunity to produce a confirmation when police officer has completed her 

turn shortly after is left unused, both suspect and police officer treating suspect’s initial 

yeahyeah as sufficient an answer to the comprehension check. The question here thus worked 

to generate suspect participation, though that is limited to a minimal response treating the 

previous turn as not necessary. Following a 1.3s pause police officer produces a next 

question, asking whether suspect is willing to make a statement. As suggested in the analysis 
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of example 3, such formulation with “willing” steers towards acceptance, is easier to align 

with and more likely to get a “yes”. Suspect’s response to the question here is that he is, 

indeed, willing to make a statement to the police. Him producing a positive yes (125) in 

overlap with the final bits of police officer’s turn in 124 even before it is finished further 

strengthens his expressed willingness to make a statement: such “early onset” of a turn 

expresses an extra positive stance. Police officer responds with an understanding check yes? 

to make sure she has understood correctly suspect’s answer to her question. This is not 

followed up by either participant in the 3-second break that follows, police officer then 

moving on to invite suspect to begin his statement with a general comment on the charge 

raised against him. 

 Both the comprehension check and the question inviting suspect to take a decision on 

exercising his rights make relevant the current context in which suspect has been informed 

about his rights: he is asked whether he has understood what he has been told, and he is asked 

to take a decision about whether or not he is willing to do something. The case here thus 

results in suspect taking a stance on exercising his legal rights, though my analysis has shown 

that both the early waiver question and a few missed opportunities for interaction and follow-

up along the way might have left unresolved some of suspect’s contributions and discouraged 

further participation. 

 

Summary: “that’s fine” 

 The final example here served to complement the analysis by showing a case in which 

suspect does take an explicit stance choosing to waive his legal rights and make a statement, 

but the interaction leading up to it looks slightly different from the other cases, and a few 

opportunities for participation and interaction are missed. First, some of police officer’s 

interactional practices were similar to those in other examples, allowing for some minimal 

contributions from suspect, and using a comprehension check and a question establishing 

suspect’s decision on exercising his rights at the end of the information-giving sequence. 

Suspect was invited to formulate a relatively free answer in an early decision-making 

sequence asking him for his thoughts in regard to obtaining legal assistance. In second 

instance, the question inviting for a decision about making a statement was formulated more 

restrictive, as a yes/no question using “willing”, thus steering towards acceptance. The use of 

the first waiver question in advance of informing about rights though, functioned here to 

frame the delivery of rights – or at least the information about the right to legal assistance – as 
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more of a pro-forma, “for the record” activity, which both participants then oriented to as not 

so necessary or important. 

  Second, the immediate observable consequences here were that suspect took a stance on 

whether he wanted to make a statement early on. Further, suspect made some minimal 

contributions during the information-giving sequence, which functioned as information 

receipts and continuers. When asked to confirm that he had understood his rights, he produced 

a multiple yeahyeah thus claiming understanding and even more so, suggesting that the 

question was redundant or unnecessary and no further elaboration was needed. In response to 

the final waiver question asking whether he was indeed willing to make a statement, he 

confirmed and with that, provided the final agreement needed for police officer to move on to 

the next phase. 

  Third, in terms of action formation, suspect’s contributions here functioned in the 

interaction as: 

a. waiving legal rights: both his dispreferred answer to the initial invitation to take a 

stance on exercising his right to legal assistance or not; his self-initiated I will make a 

statement; and his final confirmation in response to the decision-making invitation at 

the end, were treated as adequate and, in the case of the last answer, sufficient to 

waive his legal rights and commit to making a statement; 

b. continuers acknowledging police officer’s role as the ongoing speaker during the 

information-giving sequence; and 

c. claims of understanding, specifically through a multiple-saying yeahyeah. 

  To conclude, suspect contributed to the interaction at several points during the rights 

communication phase here, and his turns were treated as confirming that he had understood 

his rights and wanted to waive them. It is thus a “success” case in the sense that suspect took 

an explicit stance – twice – while the analysis also pointed out how the order of turns and 

sequences, the uptake of dispreferred answers as expressing disalignment/disagreement and 

the “pro forma” character of the (repeated) delivery of rights texts encouraged certain types of 

participation while discouraging others. Police officer left several opportunities to explain or 

correct suspect’s assumptions unused. This case in particular has shown how participation is 

not only a matter of “saying something”, or even of producing more-than-minimal 

contributions, but also, of how these contributions are timed and taken up by police officer, 

that is, how they function sequentially. It further illustrates that while suspect waives his 

rights, it can be difficult to establish or find proof of him waiving “knowingly”, the analysis 

showing that some opportunities to address (mis)understanding were left unused. 
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Understanding is a premise for suspect being able to make a decision, yet it is here not 

secured beyond a yes/no question aiming at claiming understanding rather than demonstrating 

it. This once again brings up the question whether (the amount of) participation and 

specifically, an affirmative answer to a decision-making question is sufficient “proof” that a 

suspect has understood what he is taking a decision about. 
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6 Discussion and conclusions 
In chapter 1, I formulated a set of research questions addressing the interactional 

participation of suspects in rights communication, which have guided my analysis and been a 

red thread throughout this thesis: 

 

How do the interactional practices used by police officers invite and allow for participation 

by suspects, and what are the consequences for suspects’ opportunities to make a decision 

about exercising their legal rights? 

 

1. How do police officers use interactional practices that enable participation by suspects in 

pre-sequences, information-giving sequences, post- and decision-making sequences?  

2. What are the immediate observable consequences for interactional participation by 

suspects?  

3. What actions do suspects’ contributions realize, and to what extent do they get and use the 

opportunity to make a decision about exercising their rights? 

 

 In this last chapter, I discuss and summarize my findings and their theoretical 

implications (6.1), formulate a conclusive answer to the research questions (6.2), and discuss 

practice implications (6.3). Lastly, I make suggestions for further research that could take the 

findings from this thesis and build on them to further explore the dynamics of police-suspect 

interaction in investigative interviews (6.4). 

6.1 Findings and theoretical implications 
6.1.1 Practices enabling participation 

 To answer the first of three research questions, I analyzed the interactional practices used 

by police officers at different stages in the rights communication phase to enable interactional 

participation by suspects. I return to the occurrence (6.1.2) and function (6.1.3) of these turns 

by suspects below. As explained in chapter 4 on methodology, my approach to the data 

started from observations about where and how suspects contributed to the conversation 

during rights communication, and from there asked whether there was anything in the 

sequential environment that might explain why participation from suspects occurred in those 

cases and did not occur in others. My analysis showed that there appears to be some 
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connection between suspect participation or the absence of it and police officers’ interactional 

behavior before, during and after suspects attempt to or do produce some kind of contribution, 

be it a minimal response, a more elaborated response with for example an account, or an 

other, self-initiated utterance such as a question. From that observation, I then searched for 

patterns in what it was that police officers did interactionally. This led me to identify a variety 

of interactional practices, which were used to more or lesser extent and resulted in different 

amounts (i.e., quantity) and forms (i.e. quality, relevance or effectiveness) of participation by 

suspects. A major finding from my analysis is that practices that encourage participation at 

various moments in the activity of communicating rights have in common that they make 

relevant the participants as particular individuals placed in a specific ‘online’ interactional 

situation, that is, a you-and-me here-and-now context. These practices contextualize and 

translate the general, procedural concept of legal rights to a set of rights applying specifically 

to this suspect in this specific interview at this specific moment. Through such practices, 

police officers attribute suspects an active role as a participant who is expected to take a 

stance with respect to his legal rights and make a decision about whether (right to silence) and 

how (right to lawyer) he wants to be interviewed. This pattern is manifested in the interaction 

in different ways, and is observable at various moments during the communication of legal 

rights: in pre-sequences, information-giving sequences, post- and decision-making sequences. 

 

Pre-sequences and framing 

 My analysis of the data set has shown that generally, the presentation of information 

about legal rights is preceded by some kind of pre-sequence, setting the scene for what is 

about to happen. In most cases, that pre-sequence takes the form of a pre-announcement, 

along the lines of I am now going to inform you of your rights. It qualifies what is to follow as 

“information” and as a one-directional process in which police officer delivers information to 

suspect. Announcing the activity of rights communication as “giving information” attributes 

suspect a passive role as the recipient of information, rather than making relevant his role as 

an active participant who is to take a decision about waiving or invoking his legal rights. The 

analysis showed that in these pre-sequences, participation by suspects was minimal and 

consisted only of a go-ahead accepting the announced decision about the agenda. The lack of 

active participation at this point is not so surprising, given police officers’ deontic rights to 

decide over the interactional agenda and their access to knowledge about the procedures 

regulating the interview. What is relevant here however, is that these announcements function 

to alert and prepare suspects for an upcoming information sequence within the topical domain 
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of legal rights, and they provide the interpretive frame for the multi-turn project that is about 

to start: a frame that places them in a passive position vis-à-vis their co-participant. 

 The analysis in example 4 showed how police officer divided up the activity of rights 

communication into two stages, distinguishing between informing and asking questions 

through different pre-sequences. She thereby invited for participation from suspect while also 

managing and regulating when suspect’s contributions were appropriate: they were treated as 

relevant only in the second, decision-making sequence. This illustrates that in fact, whether 

the delivery of legal rights is preceded by a pre-sequence, and what that sequence does (i.e. 

pre-asking or pre-announcement) is possibly relevant for suspects’ opportunities to 

participate. 

  It follows from my observations that police officers may encourage participation by using 

pre-announcements, or better, pre-askings portraying what is about to come as an interactional 

activity relevant for the current, specific, unique interaction (here and now) between the 

speaker and the hearer present (you and me) and involving both as active participants. 

 

Information-giving sequences as a balancing act 

 In the presentation of legal rights itself, there was quite some variation across cases. My 

analysis showed that police officers’ interactional behavior at this stage did not include many 

practices aimed at inviting for participation. Both a good-case example (example 3) and 

previous research suggest that certain practices could lead to increased participation and 

importantly, could help secure suspects’ understanding of their legal rights. A first set of 

practices that was used to some degree in examples 2 and 3 involved the wording of the legal 

rights themselves. Police officers in these cases reformulated the rights texts as they are 

written in the law and “translated” them into formulations that were simpler (from you have 

the right to be assisted by a lawyer to you can have a lawyer) and made reference to the here-

and-now situation (from during the police’s interrogation of you to when we are doing this 

interview here) and the specific individuals present in it (from the police and at own choice to 

me and if you want). Such formulations accommodate the general concept and content of legal 

rights to the specific interview and the unique suspect in question, making relevant 

participants as individuals placed in an ‘online’ situation/event, legal regulations applying 

specifically to them in this specific context. Especially in example 3, suspect participated 

quite actively along the way in response to such reformulations and contextualization. The use 

of more everyday language and concrete formulations has also been suggested in earlier 

research and guidelines (e.g. Eades & Pavlenko 2016; Rock 2007; Haworth 2006) as a way to 
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promote the understanding of legal rights. Most cases in the material did not exhibit (many) 

such practices though, police officers rather staying close to the law text and not 

accommodating to the here-and-now you-and-me situation, thereby not encouraging 

participation from suspect. 

 Beyond the formulations of legal rights themselves, another type of practice I identified 

in information-giving sequences was the use of comprehension-checking questions inviting 

suspect to confirm that he had understood some piece of information. Such questions were 

used across cases, though in different ways: the analysis showed that for examples 1 and 2, 

the comprehension check was delayed until after a new sequence and addressed all 

information about legal rights together, as in do you have any questions regarding your 

rights? Here, that question did not result in any participation beyond a simple no rejecting the 

offer to ask questions. In example 3 on the other hand, police officer used comprehension 

checks along the way, treating one right at a time and asking for claims to understanding 

before moving on to the next. This helped to encourage participation and to secure 

understanding, which is treated here as a premise for suspect being able to take a decision 

about exercising his rights. Further strategies to promote or secure understanding, like 

producing turns in installments or leaving breaks to open up for questions, were used in most 

examples, but they did not usually show any difference in any active participation from 

suspects. 

 Summing up, while both previous research and one example in the dataset suggest that (a 

combination of) practices in the information-giving sequence can encourage meaningful 

participation from suspect, such practices are more or less absent in the other examples, 

suspects in those cases usually not making any contributions beyond continuers and 

information receipts like hm, yes and okay. The examples illustrate how the delivery of rights 

is a complex balancing act between legislative requirements and the specifics of a local 

interactional context, and at this stage it appears that police officers seeking to adhere strictly 

to the law compromises their ability to make it accessible to the individual suspect in an 

interview. 

 

Post-sequences and decision-making sequences 

 The information about legal rights was in four of the examples in the analysis followed 

by a post-sequence checking for suspects’ comprehension and/or inviting them to ask any 

questions they might have had about their legal rights. Such comprehension-checking follow-

up questions addressed suspects directly and thus invited for and required some kind of 
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response, thereby making relevant suspect as an active participant in the conversation who 

needs to have understood his legal rights and ask questions if he has not. Two types of 

comprehension checks occurred in the data set: 

(a) a yes/no question along the lines of do you understand your rights?, which implies a 

slight preference for an affirmative answer affirming its positive proposition; and 

(b) a yes/no question along the lines of do you have any questions regarding your 

rights?, which is more neutral and does not express preference for either alternative. 

 These questions invited for claiming understanding rather than demonstrating it, thus 

inviting for some form of participation from suspect but not securing understanding or asking 

for a decision. As I will discuss below in 6.1.3, in examples 1 and 2 a claim to understanding 

in response to a variant of these questions is treated as a waiver of legal rights, thus implying 

that if a suspect has understood his rights and he does not invoke them at own initiative, then 

he does not want to invoke them. In the other examples though, a claim to understanding was 

followed up by a further sequence addressing the possibility of suspect using his legal rights. 

 In these cases police officer directly invited for and required a decision from suspect as to 

whether he wanted to waive or invoke his rights, whether he wanted to make a statement, here 

and now (or, there and then), without a lawyer present. Of all the practices, this appeared to 

be most important and effective and to have the most direct consequences for suspect 

participation. Asking such question makes relevant the current interactional context in which 

the participants are placed and it brings legal rights into practice: it is successful because it 

demands an answer, and by asking this question directly a police officer selects the suspect as 

the next speaker, attributing him a role as an active participant who is to make some decision 

about the information that he has received. This type of question was realized using two 

different formulations: 

(a) a yes/no question aimed at obtaining a waiver are you willing to make a statement?, 

which steers towards acceptance, in that being “willing” is the preferred answer 

(although see example 3 for a different outcome); 

(b) a yes/no question aimed at offering the option to invoke rights do you want a 

lawyer?, which implies a slight preference for an affirmative answer aligning with 

the positive proposition in the question. 

Suspects who were asked the first variant of the question, both in the examples analyzed and 

otherwise in the data set, in all cases waived their rights. The suspect – in only one case in the 

data set – who was asked the second question alternative did in fact invoke his right to legal 

assistance and with that, had the interview stopped. 
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 Police officers usually responded to suspects’ decision with understanding checks and 

formulations of gist to secure agreement between them about what suspect had decided. With 

that, these sequences were the strongest examples of concrete practices inviting for 

participation with immediate positive consequences for suspects’ opportunities to not only 

contribute to the conversation, but more importantly, to realize the most relevant action in 

rights communication: to make a decision about waiving or invoking legal rights, either 

agreeing to be interviewed or not. 

 

6.1.2 Suspect participation 
 Following up on the use by police officers of interactional practices to invite for 

participation, the second question I asked addressed the immediate observable consequences 

of those practices for suspects’ participation in interaction. In order to answer that question, I 

made observations in the data material at turn-by-turn level of when and how suspects made 

what kind of contributions. My analysis showed that the occurrence of certain types of 

contributions by suspects appears to be related to police officers’ use of particular 

interactional practices. Even more so, in the absence of such practices, participation by 

suspects is very limited. All interviews contained some though: a comprehension-checking 

question during or following the listing of legal rights was for example common and used in 

four of five, which always got a response that functioned as suspect confirming his 

understanding of his legal rights. Besides that, with further practices lacking, some minimal 

responses would occur along the way but were usually not treated as necessary and sometimes 

obstructed by police officers moving on to produce a next turn, thereby holding the floor and 

not allowing for contributions by suspects. It follows from these observations that in order for 

suspects to participate in the interaction, they need to be enabled and invited to do so by 

police officers somehow making relevant their presence and their role in the current situation. 

  The different practices as introduced above have different immediate consequences, that 

is, they invite to and allow for certain types of contributions from suspects and create different 

kinds of opportunities for them to participate. Suspects’ turns can be categorized according to 

who initiates them, and related to that, how “free” or elaborate they are. 

 First, suspects’ turns may be initiated either by themselves or in response to police 

officers’ invitation; this follows what I introduced in chapter 2 on turn allocation as the ways 

in which a speaker might get to produce a turn: the current speaker may either select the next; 

a speaker may self-select; or the current speaker keeps talking when no one has begun to 
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produce a turn. My analysis has shown that these police interviews exhibit a distinct pattern in 

terms of turn allocation: there is a strong preference for other-selection by police officers, 

most importantly through them asking the other questions. Most instances of suspect 

participation occur in such contexts: when a suspect makes a contribution, it is often because 

he is invited or even required to do so by police officer’s prior turn. At first sight, this finding 

is not so surprising: asking questions generates answers. What the analysis showed however, 

is that police officers do not always ask questions, or, that is, they do not always ask questions 

aimed at obtaining a decision from suspect about whether he wants to exercise his rights or 

not. And when they are not asked to do so, suspects do not take or announce such decision. 

When they then start talking and make a statement, this effectively means and is treated as a 

waiver of their right to remain silent and their right to be assisted be a lawyer during the 

interview. In the examples discussed here, as well as in the whole dataset of 20 recordings, I 

did not find one instance of a suspect invoking his rights at own initiative, that is, self-

selecting or interrupting to announce that he does not want to make a statement, there and 

then, without a lawyer present, and that he wants to have the interview stopped. There were 

examples of suspects announcing their decision to waive their rights at own initiative (see 

example 5), although these were always followed up by a later question confirming that 

decision. While this shows that suspects may announce their decision to waive without having 

been invited to do so (yet), the observation that in absence of a waiver question, rights were in 

none of the examples in the dataset invoked, suggests that asking a direct question to establish 

whether a suspect wants to waive or invoke his rights is not only helpful for and successful in 

obtaining an explicit decision from suspect, but actually, it is necessary. At the same time, it is 

not sufficient: in examples 3 and 4, police officers in addition to asking such a question, used 

a series of other practices that encouraged at least some participation along the way, also 

before suspects’ answer to that final, decisive question. Example 5 on the contrary, showed 

specifically that even when a waiver question is asked and suspect answers it, the surrounding 

interaction often does not show proof that he answers the question “knowingly” and based on 

(all) information he received about his legal rights. In the aforementioned fifth example, 

possible understanding problems are not addressed and a first waiver question is placed at the 

beginning, before the information about legal rights: this results in the participants then 

treating the provision of that information as not strictly necessary and more pro-forma. The 

question then remains what suspect’s final decision at the end of the rights communication 

activity – to make a statement – is based on. 
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  The type of contributions by suspects discussed so far are those initiated by police 

officers; as suggested above, a second type is those contributions that are self-initiated. I 

argued above that suspects did not initiate on their own producing a turn to invoke their legal 

rights. Beyond that, the incidence of suspects producing and designing a turn “freely”, that is, 

not in second position and not directly invited through other-selection, but at own initiative, is 

very low. Suspect participation in almost all cases was restricted to answers and responses 

somehow following up a prior turn by police officer. The analysis of a self-initiated turn by 

suspect in example 2 confirmed this general preference for other-selection and suspect 

participation in second position, in the sense that even when suspect successfully produces a 

self-initiated turn, police officer responds by “taking back control” and producing a first pair 

part of his own. 

  As for the other practices introduced in 6.1 above, these all appear to encourage some 

form of suspect participation, as evidenced by the immediately following turns. These 

included introducing rights communication as something the participants do together, because 

of the situation they are in; the accommodation of legislative content through reformulations 

of legal and formal wordings; references to the here-and-now situation with participants you 

and me; and asking comprehension-checking questions. The analysis of the third example 

clearly showed how a combination of several of such practices had positive consequences for 

suspect’s opportunities to participate in the conversation. While such interactional practices 

thus may work to encourage participation, using just any of them is not sufficient for 

obtaining a decision from suspect as to whether he wants to exercise his legal rights. The most 

successful practice in that respect appears to be asking a direct question to invite and require 

suspect to take a decision, as suggested above in the discussion of decision-making 

sequences. When suspects were not asked directly whether they wanted to exercise their 

rights, they normally did not initiate announcing that decision themselves: and in none of the 

cases in my dataset did they self-select either at transition-relevance places or by interruption 

to invoke their legal rights. 

  The observations here on the consequences of participation-encouraging practices imply 

that those practices that make relevant suspect as an active participant in the conversation and 

especially those that directly select him as the next speaker, are most effective in encouraging 

participation from suspect and obtaining his decision about exercising his legal rights. A 

combination of several such practices invites for more and more relevant participation, and is 

more likely to lead to suspect “knowingly” making a decision about exercising his rights. 

Further, most strategies limit the type of allowable contributions from suspects and as a rule, 
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self-initiated turns by suspects are not accepted as appropriate: in other words, participation is 

locally managed and restricted by police officers. 

 

6.1.3 Action formation 
  In order to answer the last of three sub-questions, I examined what action(s) contributions 

by suspects realize in the interaction and how they function sequentially: do they constitute 

questions, answers, problem indicators, confirmations, claims of understanding, or something 

else even? How do these utterances treat the prior turn(s) and what next action(s) do they 

project? This third step was crucial for identifying not only that suspect participation occurs, 

but also what it does and whether it makes any difference for suspects’ opportunities to make 

a decision about exercising their legal rights. In other words: it moves the focus beyond how 

participation is encouraged and what it looks like locally, and to the “quality” or “relevance” 

of participation and suspects’ actual opportunities to exercise their rights. Identifying what 

actions suspects realize through their contributions requires close analysis of how these turns 

were treated in interaction, showing for each that “it is that action which co-participants in 

the interaction took to be what was getting done, as revealed in/by the response made to it” 

(Schegloff, 2007, p. 8). 

  My analysis showed that suspects produced different types of contributions at different 

moments in the interview in response to different kinds of turns by police officers, or by self-

initiation. A next step is to categorize contributions according to the action(s) that they realize 

and how they treat and are treated by prior and next turns: first, they could function to 

acknowledge the ongoing speaker role of police officer, through minimal responses (‘hmhm’, 

‘ja’, ‘okei’) in pre- and information-giving sequences. These responses functioned as go-

aheads accepting the announced plan, and continuers signaling the expectation that there was 

more to come. They realized confirmation and legitimation of police officers’ actions, while 

not demonstrating understanding or functioning as a decision about exercising rights. 

 Second, contributions by suspect could work to claim understanding through yes/no 

answers in response to invitations to ask questions or comprehension checks, realizing a 

rejection of the offer to ask questions and a claim to understanding. 

 Third, some contributions provided an evaluation, treating a prior turn as inviting for 

evaluation of its “news-ness” or relevance (that I know, ex. 3; yeahyeah, ex. 3 and 5). 

 Fourth, suspects’ contributions realized the acceptance or rejection of an offer to exercise 

legal rights, through 
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(a) yes/no answers in response to invitations to ask questions or comprehension checks, 

which were in some cases accepted as waivers: these responses were treated as 

suspects claiming not only that they had understood, but also that they did not want 

to do anything with what they had understood. One more elaborate response was also 

treated as a waiver: I have nothing to hide (example 2); 

(b) yes/no answers in response to direct waiver questions which realized either the 

waiving of legal rights and with that, suspect’s commitment to making a statement; 

or the invoking of legal rights and with that, the discontinuation of the interview. For 

weakened responses like I can say what I think (example 3), these were also treated 

as a waiver; 

(c) a question in response to a direct waiver question, which was treated as rejecting the 

offer and realized a waiver of the right to legal assistance (what would I do with a 

lawyer?, example 5). 

 Fifth, a few self-initiated turns aimed at beginning to make a statement, treating the 

previous turn as having selected him as next speaker. These were usually corrected or 

obstructed by police officers, and they did thus not achieve the action they were designed to 

do. The analysis of examples 1 and 3 showed how self-initiated turns by suspects were treated 

as not (yet) appropriate, and how police officers took back or held onto their role as the 

ongoing speaker until they arrived at a point where a contribution from suspect became 

relevant, for them. Thus, some contributions by suspects, specifically those that were self-

initiated without direct invitation from police officers, were ignored, rejected or obstructed, 

especially when they took place during the pre- and information-giving sequence (e.g. I uh-, I 

w-, example 1; that was not on purpose, example 3). 

 The observations here illustrated that suspects’ contributions may realize a variety of 

actions, which are essentially all responsive, in second position: they either acknowledge, 

accept, reject, confirm, claim understanding or provide evaluations. Those contributions that 

attempted to do something else were not usually successful in realizing that action. Suspect 

participation in the rights communication context is of a specific kind, and it is quite strictly 

managed by police officers: as suggested earlier, police officers use a variety of interactional 

practices that encourage participation from suspects and this results in suspects making 

contributions in interaction. My analysis has shown though, that suspects’ opportunities to 

produce and design their own turns are limited: their participation in the interaction is locally 

managed and restricted, so that they cannot just do anything they want whenever they want, 

as evidenced by the cases of self-selection not being accepted as appropriate contributions.  
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6.1.4 Theoretical implications 
The findings from my study fit into the research context as I discussed it in chapter 2: it 

aligns with other studies that shed light on the complexity of police-suspect interaction and 

specifically, the way in which participants interact during the communication of legal rights. 

The outcomes of my analysis also add to earlier research a few important points: 

First, the balancing act combining legislative language and procedural requirements 

versus everyday language and situational concerns has been pointed out as characteristic of 

police interviews and as particularly challenging for police officers and suspects to interact 

and achieve shared understanding. This phenomenon is discussed by for example Carter 

(2008) as moving between different locations on “the formal/informal continuum” (p.210) 

and Heydon (2005) as “the conflict for police officers between the need to clarify institutional 

talk for the suspect and the need to use only words and phrases supplied by the institution” 

(p.211). My analysis has shown how police officers’ translating the legislative, procedural 

concept of legal rights into everyday language and accommodating it to one particular 

individual in a unique context to whom these rights apply specifically has important 

consequences for suspects’ opportunities to exercise their legal rights. It thus emphasizes the 

relevance of investigating the police interview as the realization of a legal-interactional task. 

Second, my analysis of participation-enabling practices in the police interview aligns with 

earlier research on that phenomenon in other institutional contexts. My analysis here showed 

at several points that contributions from suspects, when they were not produced in direct 

response to an invitation to do so, were not treated by police officers, and suspects’ 

opportunities to participate were thus managed and restricted. Also, in example 5, where 

police officer did not treat suspect’s contributions as concerns, problems or possible 

disagreements, but rather as rejecting offers and waiving rights, this illustrated how suspect’s 

turns are interpreted in the “frame” of the police interview where only certain types of 

responses are appropriate or relevant. Landmark et al. (2017) addressed a similar issue in a 

medical context, analyzing a case in which a physician does a lot of interactional work to 

secure understanding and alignment from a patient, but since her main objective is to achieve 

acceptance, she “resists, or fails to recognize and explore, the patient’s subtly voiced 

perspectives and concerns” (p.1100). My analysis here saw similarly that some opportunities 

for clarification and follow-up were missed (especially in example 5), and this thus leaves the 

question how suspects might voice concerns and initiate repair or other kinds of contributions, 
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as well as how police officers may encourage such forms of participation through their 

interactional behavior. 

Third, earlier research has suggested that the use of wh- type questions in both police 

interviews (e.g. Eades & Pavlenko, 2016) and other contexts (e.g. Landmark et al., 2017) 

could help increase the suspect’s, or layperson’s, participation in the conversation and 

opportunities to make informed decisions, as well as enabling police officers, or 

professionals, to assess and secure the other’s understanding. In my analysis, I discussed one 

example of such type of question which stance do you take on that now? (‘hvordan stiller du 

deg til det nå?’) which did not appear to have this positive effect on participation – at least not 

relevant and effective participation: it did not receive a preferred response, but rather, suspect 

asked a question in return (what would I do with a lawyer?) which was taken up by police 

officer as a negative response and a rejection of the offer. This example showed that in order 

for a wh- question to result in relevant participation, it would have to be supported and 

prefaced by establishing and securing understanding as a premise for being able to take a 

decision. Other uses of wh- questions have been suggested in the context of rights 

communication, especially for securing suspects’ understanding of them; that is, to rather ask 

what have you understood than have you understood? Similarly for securing that suspects 

waive their rights “knowingly”, a question along the lines of why did you decide not to get a 

lawyer? may help for police officers to be able to assess whether suspects have made an 

informed decision. The cases I analyzed in this thesis did not contain any examples of the use 

of such questions, so identifying how they may encourage suspect participation would require 

both their actual use in interviewing practice (see 6.3) and the following analysis of their 

consequences (6.4). 

6.2 Conclusion 
Following from the conclusions in 6.1 about participation-enabling practices, their 

consequences for suspect participation, and the actions realized by suspects’ contributions, 

what is left is to answer the main research question: 

 

How do the interactional practices used by police officers invite and allow for participation 

by suspects, and what are the consequences for suspects’ opportunities to make a decision 

about exercising their legal rights? 
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My analysis showed that police officers use a variety of interactional practices that 

encourage suspect participation, all of which have in common that they make relevant the 

current interactional context (here and now) with specific individuals placed in it (you and 

me) to whom a set of legal rights applies specifically, and attribute an active role to suspect as 

a participant in the conversation who is to make a decision about exercising his legal rights. 

These practices invited for and allowed, to different degrees, different types of participation, 

at various points in the conversation, which realized different action(s). Suspects’ 

participation was most relevant and effective – in the sense that it involved them making a 

decision about either waiving or invoking their legal rights – in those cases where police 

officers had invited and required them explicitly to do so through asking a question.  

The outcomes of my analysis suggest that police officers’ use of interactional practices 

has important consequences for suspects’ opportunities to participate in the interaction and to 

make a decision about exercising their legal rights. Such practices make relevant suspect as a 

specific individual who has an active role in the specific situation he is in. In the absence of 

such practices, the participants are only made relevant as representing a group, a type of 

individual – a police officer and a suspect – in a general institutional context, characterized by 

legal regulations which apply generally to all interviews and all suspects, and in such cases, 

the suspect’s role becomes more passive and he is not invited or required to make any 

decisions. 

6.3 Practice implications 
My analysis of the data material has led to quite a number of interesting and important 

observations about suspects’ participation in police interviews and their opportunities to 

exercise their legal rights. In the sections above, I have formulated an answer to the research 

questions and discussed some theoretical implications; here, I will translate my findings about 

the use and consequences of interactional practices to formulate recommendations for police 

interviewing practice. These recommendations are based on what I have identified to be best 

practices in the material: that is, those examples of suspects making meaningful contributions 

to the conversation and taking an explicit (informed) decision as to whether they want to 

invoke or waive their legal rights. In addition, they are based on some further observations in 

the data and input from theory and earlier research as discussed in chapter 2. 

My analysis has shown that there are “better” and “not so good” ways of doing this, that 

the interviews have quite different outcomes in terms of suspect participation and that this 
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may have some relation with how and to what degree police officers use interactional 

practices to enable such participation. Although we cannot know what a suspect has 

understood or what he wants or thinks, it seems safe to assume that when he makes 

contributions to the conversation and takes an explicit decision, this is “better” than if he does 

not. The results from my analysis suggest the following recommendations for interviewing 

practice: police officers can encourage suspect participation by 
 

§ introducing and characterizing rights communication as a collaborative activity in 

which suspect is an active participant: I will ask you some questions or we must map 

out whether you need X; 

§ contextualizing the general, procedural concept of rights to the specific, current “here-

and-now you-and-me” context, by: 

o reformulating legal wordings into everyday language: you do not have to 

answer my questions; 

o referring to the “here and now” instead of making general statements: you can 

have a lawyer with you here, now, during this interview; 

o referring to specific individuals rather than abstract institutions like “the 

police” or general terms indicating groups or types of people: you do not have 

to answer my questions; 

§ using strategies for promoting understanding, specifically reformulations, installments, 

and comprehension checks to secure understanding as a premise for suspects being 

able to take an informed decision; specifically, 

o for comprehension-checking: avoid yes/no questions along the lines of do you 

understand? but rather use wh- questions such as what have you understood? 

or why have you decided that you do not want a lawyer? 

§ asking direct questions requiring suspect to take a decision with respect to his legal 

rights, along the lines of do you want to make a statement or do you want a lawyer? 

o for waiving/invoking rights: avoid questions steering towards acceptance using 

for example “willing”; 

§ establishing the outcome of the rights communication phase before moving on to the 

explanation of the rest of the procedure and instructions to making a statement, clearly 

delineating rights communication as a separate phase, which is the premise for the rest 

of the interview and needs to be completed before anything else happens. 
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  Beyond such concrete “best practices” that may help encourage suspects’ participation, 

some further recommendations for interview training and follow-up would be: 
 

§ Following CA methodology, real conversation is the way to gain insight in how 

interaction “really” works. While training using KREATIV and phase models for 

interviewing forms an important basis for being able to conduct interviews, my 

findings here suggest that awareness of the workings of interactional practices at the 

level of turn-by-turn interaction and the local interactional management of the 

conversation is important for being able to improve interviewing practice. Interview 

training could involve evaluating real-life practice through listening to and reflecting 

over sound recordings of interviews, rather than or in addition to for example role-play 

or simulations, which cannot reflect the complexity of what happens in practice; 

§ More generally, training could have an increased focus on and attention to language as 

a social phenomenon, language ideologies, the language aspect in interviewing, myths 

about understanding (e.g. Heydon 2005) and for example second-language interaction. 

Examples of assumptions that appear to exist in some interviewers that may be 

addressed by education would be: 

o No interruption nor self-initiated invoking of rights does not necessarily mean 

that suspect is willing to make a statement;  

o a “yes” to a comprehension check and no further action does not necessarily 

mean that suspect wants to waive his rights;  

o a “yes” to a waiver question without demonstrating understanding or 

expanding beyond the minimal does not necessarily mean that suspect waives 

his rights “knowingly”. 

These observations address concrete practices, like the ones suggested above, yet 

doing something about them requires more than just a change in following up on 

suspects’ answers in interviews. Rather, such assumptions involve a different approach 

to language and interaction that focuses on such phenomena as understanding and 

participation, which go beyond “just” formulating an utterance in a particular way or 

asking a question to establish suspect’s decision about exercising legal rights. 

§ When it comes to interview training, there have also been debates “regarding the long-

term effectiveness of interview training per se” (Oxburg et al., 2016b, p.5). Solutions 

that have been suggested include 
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o the use of structured interview protocols, which already is the case in police 

practice but these could be adapted to include elements of understanding and 

participation more explicitly; 

o multiple opportunities for practice over extended period, which again relates 

back to my suggestion to use real-life interview recordings to follow up on the 

communication of legal rights in practice, rather than just in theory; 

o feedback and supervision, addressing some of the same issues; and 

o internal motivation to enhance individual performance, which may also be 

increased by increased knowledge and the realization that small changes in 

interactional behavior can show very concrete and immediate results in 

bringing legal rights into practice in a way that protects suspects’ interests. 

6.4 Suggestions for further research 
Given this thesis’ place in existing research as discussed in chapter 2.5, and the outcomes of 

my analysis here, some avenues to pursue further may be to explore: 

 

§ practices for enabling participation and their consequences in the rest of the interview, 

in its different phases; 

§ experimental and quantitative methods to test different formulations of rights, through 

testing and/or interviewing suspects or other target groups after having been presented 

with their rights; 

§ similar topics in other police interviews of victims, witnesses, children, and other 

vulnerable groups, including an increased focus on second-language speakers which 

was not explored further in my analysis; 

§ at a broader level, what happens to this talk when it is transferred to written 

documents. When the interactional element of the conversation disappears, do we here 

find back more of the procedural/legal than in the conversation? (e.g. “police officer 

has informed the suspect about his rights” or “police officer has provided suspect with 

information” or “suspect has understood his rights”?). What does this mean for how 

the interview is treated as evidence later in the legal process?  

§ related to the previous point, what happens to the recording/interview itself and/or the 

written report later in the process, in court? How is it used and why is that relevant? 
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 In addition to these topics, further research might address similar features in other legal 

and institutional settings in Norway, including for example courtroom discourse, but also 

interviews in connection with asylum (UDI) and unemployment benefits applications (NAV), 

in which participation by the laypersons and the securing of their rights and interests is also of 

key importance. 
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Appendix: Transcription Key 

 

 

The transcription system I use in my analysis is based on Jefferson (2004), Schegloff (2007) 

and Hepburn & Bolden, 2013, as well as on a description of the Jefferson transcription system 

as given here: https://www.universitytranscriptions.co.uk/jefferson-transcription-system-a-

guide-to-the-symbols/ 

 

 

 

Symbol Description 
(.) A micropause - a pause of no significant length. 
(0.7) A timed pause - long enough to indicate a time.  
[ ] Square brackets show where speech overlaps. 
>word< Arrows showing that the pace of speech has quickened.  
<word> Arrows showing that the pace of the speech has slowed down.  
Word- A dash indication a cut-off, typicall a glottal stop in phonetic terms. 
(word) Unclear/uncertain word or section.  
(( )) An entry requiring comment but without a symbol to explain it.  
Underlining Denotes a raise in volume or emphasis.  
↑word Rise in intonation 
↓word Drop in intonation 

. 
, 
¿ 
? 

 
 

Markers of final pitch direction at TCU boundary: 
Final falling intonation (.) 
Slight rising/continuing intonation (,) 
Medium (falling-)rising intonation (¿) (a dip and a rise) 
Sharp rising intonation (?) 

°word° Degree sign indicates syllables or words distinctly quieter than surrounding 
speech by the same speaker 

→ 001 Entered by the analyst to show a sentence of particular interest. Not usually 
added by the transcriber. 

CAPITALS Louder or shouted words.  

= Placed at the end of one turn and the start of the next, indicating that there was 
no pause between them (latching). 

: : :  Colons indicate a stretched sound: the more colons, the longer the sound stretch. 
.hhh Inbreath. Duration indicated with fewer or more letters. 
hhh Outbreath. Duration indicated with fewer or more letters. 


