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Abstract: In Korean celebrity talk-show interactions, the identity of the host as a cultural mediator 
is embodied by the categorization practice through which the guest’s personal narrative is 
transformed into ‘normatively safe’ public discourse. This process is enhanced by the popular ‘many-
to-one’ talk-show format providing for a methodic basis for the host-group members to collude among
themselves against the guest, who is thereby positioned as an out-group member whose voice is 
obliquely suppressed.

Keywords: Korean celebrity talk-show; conversation analysis; membership categorization; host-
guest interactions; formulation; normative; deviant; safe; category-transformation; out-group

Introduction
In  this  paper,  we  look  at  the  entertainment-oriented  celebrity  talk-show interactions  and
explicate how hosts (or host group) organize their uptake of the guest’s telling over the course
of  formulating  its  gist  or  upshot  (Heritage  1985).  From the  perspectives  of  conversation
analysis (CA) (Sacks, Schegloff, & Jefferson 1974) and membership categorization analysis
(MCA) (Sacks 1972, 1992a, 1992b; Hester & Eglin 1997; Schegloff 2006; Stokoe 2012), we
examine a range of category-transforming practices based on which the host implements their
actions vis-à-vis the guest as normatively ‘loaded’ actions. Focus is given to examining how
the  host’s formulation  and  assessment  activities  draw upon  particular  sets  of  categories,
whose invocation furnishes grounds for transforming the guest’s personal narrative imbued
with his/her individual voice into a normatively ‘safe’ form of a public discourse apt for
public appreciation and enjoyment (Thornborrow 2007).

For  data,  we  have  analyzed  episodes  from the  Guru  Show [mwuluphak  tosa],  an
entertainment-oriented talk show where three male celebrity hosts interview a single celebrity
guest (Penz 1996; Tolson 2001). The show is hosted by a Korean wrestling player-turned-
comedian, who serves as the main host mock-Guru, assisted by two other male hosts.3

As a type of semi-institutional interaction (Ilie 2001), celebrity talk-show interactions
offer valuable data, and its analysis provides a glimpse of ‘culture in action’ (Hester & Eglin
1997) in the context where the culturally meaningful patterns of interaction are played out in
an  ‘intensive’ manner  fitted  to  the  entertainment-oriented  media  talk  (Tolson 2006).  The
present  analysis,  in  this  respect,  aims  to  illuminate  the  role  the  host  plays  as  a  cultural
mediator  of  norms  (Cameron  1995;  Weizman  2006;  Fitzgerald  2012)  managing  the
relationships between the guest and the ‘overhearing’ TV-viewing audiences.

1 Professor at  Kyung Hee University
2 Professor at Hankuk University of Foreign Studies
3 The show is touted as offering advice and healing to the guest, with the main host, dressed in a traditional 

fortuneteller outfit, serving as a counselor in the setting decorated as a traditional shaman house. By re-
creating the atmosphere of the shaman house, the show thus seeks to encourage the guests to reveal their 
personal life stories (Newman 1992). The host’s role as a guru in such a setting warrants him the right to make 
inquiries into the guest’s personal life on the pretext of providing them with guidance and advice. While it is 
no longer on air, the Guru Show is considered one of the most influential celebrity talk shows in the recent TV 
history of Korea.
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‘Teasing’ the guest
One of the actions observed most prevalently in entertainment-oriented talk-show interactions
is teasing (or mock-teasing), in which the host’s prompts or wisecracks are used as a device
to put down, taunt, or rebuke the guest humorously. Consider Extract (1), where  the guest
(G), an actress, is telling a story about how she started her acting career. H1 is the main host
masquerading as ‘guru’, and H2 and H3 are assistant hosts:

(1) [Guru Show, H1, H2, & H3 (Hosts); G (Guest): Actress]
((G describes her first audition experience.))
1 G: ku-key mwe(h)-yess(h)-na  ha(h)-myen[(h),

“What I passed the audition for(h) was(h),
2 H1:                 [ney

       ‘yes.’
3 G: hh .h (0.4) phaynthi=

‘hh .h (0.4) [it was an audition for] the panties.’
4 H1: =YEY::

‘=Yes.’
5 H2: ah sok-ot model-i-yo?=

‘I see, you mean ‘underwear model’? (Is it ‘underwear model’ that 
you’re talking about?”)’

6 G: =ney sok-ot. (0.5) (mat-ta) sok-ot. sok-ot model(h)hhh
=Right, underwear, (0.5) (Right.) Underwear. Underwear 

model(h)hhh’
7 Others: hahahahahhhhhhhhhhh

As the guest begins to talk about her first audition experience, she uses the vernacular foreign
expression phaynthi, derived from the English word ‘panties’, meaning ‘underwear’ (lines 1-3). After
H1’s acknowledgement token at line 4,4 one of the assistant hosts, H2, problematizes the expression
the guest has used,  phaynthi, by proposing an alternative term sokot, a Korean expression meaning
‘underwear’ (line 5). The guest’s confirmation of the appropriateness of the proposed expression at
line 6 triggers laughter by the host-group members and furnishes the basis for the host to initiate a
‘teasing’ sequence in the subsequent context, which is presented in Extract (2):

(2) (Continued from (1))
8 H2: paynthi model-un com kuleh-cyan-ayo, hhh

‘The expression ‘panties model’ is a little too (risqué),
you know? Hhh’        

9 Others: hahahhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhh
10 H2: namca-tul-uy lomang sinpilowun moteyl-intey
11 phanti  moteyl-ila-nun-ke-n com,

‘You’re a model admired by all men and with mysterious beauty, and
you describe yourself as a ‘panties model’, that is a little too…’

12 H1: swuay-ssi. ce com >hanpen<  pwacwuseyo. (.) oh kkayn-ta::
‘Su-Ae. Please look at me. Oh my, YOU’RE TURNING ME OFF! (=That was 
something totally unexpected of you.)’

13 Others: hahhhhhhhhhhhhhh
14 H1: (                            )
15 H2: te  kokupsulen mal-lo underwear-la-n mal-to
16 iss-[nuntey, hhh (ceki)  phaynthi model-un com, hhh ney.

‘Or you may use a more refined expression ‘underwear’ ((English 
word)), but using the word ‘panties model’ sounds a little (too 
unrefined) hhh yes.’

17 Others:     [hhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhh

4 H1’s acknowledgment token is produced in loud volume, as represented by the capital letter in the transcript.
This prosodic feature seems to be trouble-premonitory in that it indexes H1’s uptake of the guest’s expression
as troubling or not normative.
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At  line  8,  H2  further  pursues  the  guest’s  use  of  the  vernacular  expression  as  a
‘repairable’ to  be remedied  accountably. Using the  indexical  expression  kuleh ‘like  that’,
mitigated by the adverb  com ‘a little’, he allusively notes that the expression the guest has
used is improper, with the other participants (including the two other hosts and the guest)
responding by laughing together (Jefferson 1979). At lines 10-11, he proceeds to point out in
more explicit terms that the expression does not fit the image of the actress who is admired
by male admirers as the embodiment of mystical beauty. This is followed by the main host’s
(H1) assessment at line 12, where he alerts the guest by addressing her with a directive (‘Su-
Ae. Please look at  me.’),  which prefaces a one-liner wisecrack highlighting,  in humorous
terms,  the  observed  trait  of  the  guest  as  something  totally  unexpected  of  her  (‘Oh  my,
YOU’RE TURNING ME OFF! (=That was something totally unexpected of you.)”). H2’s
teasing continues at line 15, where he brings up the English word underwear as a still ‘better’
alternative that is more ‘classy’ and ‘refined’, thereby further escalating the teasing sequence.

As a whole, the guest’s use of a vernacular expression, otherwise unproblematic as an
ordinary usage, is used by H2 as the grounds for imputing a negative trait (i.e. not refined) to
the guest, who is portrayed as one who has used a vernacular term that is not compatible with
the  formal  context  of  broadcast  interview  talk.  H2’s  action  can  be  analyzed  as  being
undergirded  by  category-invoking  practice,  through  which  the  category-set
‘refined/unrefined’ is invoked. Here the host’s categorization of the guest as being ‘unrefined’
implicates the host himself in the process in such a way that he, as the categorizer, categorizes
himself as a ‘refined’ person (cf. Whitehead 2009).

In this respect, we find a kind of ‘cutting out’ procedure is at play (Smith 1978), in
which H2 constructs host-guest relationships in such a way that he highlights the discrepancy
between normative rules and definitions of situations to which they allegedly ascribe, on the
one hand, and those indexed by the guest’s language use on the other, as described by H2. In
this sense, the guest is positioned as an ‘out-group’ member vis-à-vis the host-group members
in terms of the category-set ‘refined/unrefined’. The inter-group gap is further revealed in a
dramatically explicit way at line 12 as H1, the main host, endorses H2’s characterization of
the guest by disjunctively calling for the guest’s attention and meta-pragmatically evaluating
the guest in terms of the unfittingly discrepant image of hers vis-à-vis her language use.

‘Empathizing’ with the guest
In this section, we examine the case in which the host-group members ostensibly display an
‘empathic’ stance towards the guest’s troubles-talk concerning the difficulties she experienced
with  her  mother  who opposed to  her  career  plan.  Consider  Extract  (3).  In  the  preceding
context, the guest told a story about how mother first did not let her pursue her career as an
actress for fear that their ‘humble’ family background (i.e. her father being a shoe repairer)
may be revealed to the public once she becomes famous. In response, H1 formulated the
upshot of her troubles-talk by noting that parents who inherit to their children diligent work
habit are more respectable than those who inherit money. Extract (3) shows the subsequent
context in which the guest takes up H1’s affiliative formulation by contrasting her stance with
her  mother’s (lines 14-18);  she says  that she was ready for what  is  to happen while her
mother  was  terribly  worried  about  the  consequence  of  having  their  humble  family
background being revealed to the public. This telling prompts empathetic comments from the
host-group members (lines 19-20, 22, and 23):
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(3) [Guru Show, H1, H2, & H3 (Hosts); G (Guest): Actress]

((H1 takes up G’s story by emphasizing the value of inheriting to children 

good work habit rather than a lot of money))

14  G: ce-nun mwe  yeysangha-koiss-ess-nuntey

15  H1: um:

16  G: cehi cip-eyse-nun ku-key palkhyeci-myen .hh

17 >mwusun< khun il-i (.) na-lketchelem (.)

18 sayngkak-ul ha-syen-napwa-yo.=

‘For myself, I was expecting that to happen anyway (=I anticipated 

that my father’s occupation would be known to the public) (H: um), 

but at home, perhaps she thought as if something (.) very bad would 

happen (=it would be something terribly embarrassing to them if known

to the public).’

 19 H1: =pwumonim-i kwayngcanghi kulen ku sayngkak-ul

 20 hasey-yo (.) [kucyo.

‘Parents tend pretty much to think like that, (.) don’t they?’

21 H?: [um

 22  H3: kukey tto pwumonim maum ani-pnikka?=  

‘Isn’t that also the heart of all parents? (meaning, 

“Isn’t that also what all parents are like?)’

 23  H1: =kuntey kukey tto [pwumonim maum-i-eyo.

‘Given that, that’s also the heart of all parents.’

24 H3:              [ung

     ‘Yes.’

25 (.)

26  G: hhh((teary while smiling and nodding))

((a couple of lines are omitted))

29 G: cen pwukkulup-ciahn-ketun-yo. ((uttered in a sobbing voice))

‘I’m not ashamed, you know.’

In taking up the upshot of the guest’s personal narrative, H1 makes a comment in the
form of a declarative plus a tag (‘Parents tend to think like that, very strongly, aren’t they?’)
(lines 19-20). This is followed by H2’s comment made in the same spirit, constructed as a
negative interrogative (‘Isn’t that also what all parents are like?’) (line 22), which is echoed
by H1 again as he repeats H2’s comment in the form of a declarative sentence (line 23),
hence making a  stronger  epistemic claim (possibly indexing his  status  as  the main host)
(Heritage & Raymond 2005) (‘Given that, that’s what all parents are like.’). This sequence of
empathetic comments is affirmatively taken up by the guest, who responds by smiling and
nodding with teary eyes.

Note that, in taking up the upshot of the guest’s troubles-talk, the hosts do not address
the guest’s trouble  per se through their collaboratively-constructed empathizing comments;
they do not target the guest’s mother specifically as the person to blame as the one who is
responsible for the guest’s problem. Rather, they cast her in positive light, attributing to her a
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generic trait which is shared by all incumbents who belong to the category of ‘parent’ in
general. We find that the host, over the course of attempting to empathize with the guest’s
trouble, pays more attention to constructing the perspective of the guest’s parent as something
to be emulated by way of formulating it  positively in general terms, i.e.  as a perspective
shared by all caring parents who do not want their child to be hurt. The shifted focus is thus
observed  in  the  way  the  members  of  the  category-set  ‘mother-daughter’  are  differently
weighted in the host’s versions than in the guest’s version.

We can further observe the host-group members’ allusive use of linguistic resources
for indexing the mother’s conduct without specifying it, thereby not bringing up any negative
evaluative valence attributable to the mother in regard to her stance against her daughter
(‘Parents tend to think like that, very strongly, aren’t they?’). For instance, the demonstrative
pronoun ku ‘that’ is being used in their assessments, where what it refers to is not specified.
Also,  the  use  of  a  vague expressions  such as  ‘like  that’ or  ‘are  like’ seems to  have  the
interactional  import  of  only  alluding  to  what  the  referent  or  feature  it  indexes  without
specifying what it is. Whatever it points to is obliquely proposed as something to be accepted
and respected within the generalized claim being made (Sacks 1988; Jucker, Smith, & Lüdge
2003). As a result, any negative evaluative valence attributable to the assumed referent – the
guest’s  mother  –  is  not  being  explicitly  brought  up  as  an  issue  to  be  addressed.  These
observations suggest that, in actuality, the hosts are not empathizing with the guest, but with
her mother, in the passive sense that they are not attributing any negative trait to the latter.

That  the hosts  are empathizing not  so much with the guest as with her  mother  is
further evidenced by the hosts’ use of extreme case formulations (‘Isn’t that also what  all
parents  are  like?’).  Following  Pomerantz  (1986)  and  Edwards  (2000),  we  can  note  that
extreme case formulations,  such as  all or  every,  are  normally used ‘to  defend against  or
counter challenges to the legitimacy of complaints, accusations, justifications, and defenses’
and  ‘to  propose  that  some behavior  is  not  wrong,  or  is  right,  by virtue  of  its  status  as
frequently occurring or commonly done’ (Pomerantz 1986: 219-220).5 The host’s repeated
use of extreme case formulations in Extract (3), in this respect, suggests that what is actually
occurring is the defense of the legitimacy of the mothers’ concerns, rather than the guest’s. In
formulating the upshot of the guest’s story as such, the hosts do not focus on the guest as a
victim suffering from her family’s pride, or as a strong-willed individual who successfully
confronts opposition from her family who tried to prevent her from pursuing a career that she
wanted. What ends up being formulated on the host’s terms, as an upshot of the guest’s act of
telling, is the foregrounding of not so much the family tensions or frustrations experienced by
the guest, but more the perceived caring tendencies of the parents not wanting their children
to be hurt.

Overall, while the hosts may appear to empathize with the guest in regard to her problem
with her mother (cf. Lorenzo-Dus 2005), a sense of empathy with the guest’s mother is arguably
manifested more strongly. This suggests that their actions are ‘loaded’ in that the hosts shift the
target of their empathy-giving obliquely, with the consequence that the guest’s trouble deriving
from her self-centered goals is downgraded and not addressed focally, in favor of highlighting her
mother’s attitude as reflecting ‘parental love’ attributed to parents in general. Furthermore, insofar
as  the hosts  are  acting as  a  ‘team’ in  collaboratively formulating their  uptake of the  guest’s
troubles-talk, i.e. by producing a series of empathic comments closely resonating with each other
(lines  19-20,  22,  and  23)  (cf.  Du  Bois  2014),  in  effect  they  claim  epistemic  supremacy  as
members of a patriarchic group colluding against a single female guest positioned as an ‘out-
group’ member.
5 Pomerantz, A. “Extreme Case Formulations: A Way of Legitimizing Claims.” Human Studies, vol. 9, no. 2-3, 

1986, pp. 219-29.
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‘Praising’ the guest
The talk-show hosts frequently engage in the action of ‘praising’ the guest in the context of
formulating and assessing the import of the guest’s personal narrative. Consider Extract (4),
where the guest is an actress and boxer. In the preceding context, she told a story about how
she has helped her mother manage a convenience store and the sauna place where the store is
located, saying that she made every effort to increase the revenue and save money, e.g. by
personally going about getting the goods herself from the wholesalers, instead of having them
delivered to her:

(4) [Guru Show, H1, H2 & H3 (Hosts); G (Guest): Actress & boxer]

((The guest’s story about how she has helped her mother manage the sauna 

place by going at great lengths to increase revenue.))

18 G: kulayse (.) cey-ka sasil kelay-lul ta the-nwa-ss-cyan-[ayo

19 H1:                                    [ney.

20 G: sacang-nim-tul-kawu acik-twu emma kamyenun

21 siyong-I cal iss-nya-kwu:: way an o-nya-kwu

22 yosay-nun:,

‘So, (.) I actually did everything to enter into business 

relations (H1: yes), you know, with the wholesalers. Still, every 

time my mom visits them, they ask about me, whether I’m doing fine,

how come I don’t come to see them anymore these days.’

23 H1: Eh cincca saynghwallek kangha-n yepaywu-ney::

‘Oh she is an actress who really knows how to make a living!’     

24 H1: eh:::         

25 H2: myenuli-kam ilwi-ntey-yo, ilwi,  

‘She is the top-choice candidate as a daughter-in-law, the top-

choice!’

26 H1: Ney:::::

‘Right!’

As the guest wraps up her telling by talking about how her business acumen has left a
strong impression on the merchants with whom she conducted business (lines 18-22), H1
initiates an assessment sequence in which he praises the guest for her managerial endeavor,
characterizing  her  as  a  ‘competent  breadwinner’ (line  23).  This  uptake  is  collaboratively
appropriated by H2, who chimes in with an assessment in which the guest is portrayed as ‘the
best daughter-in-law candidate’ (line 25).

The categorization work that is occurring in these assessment activities involves category
transformation in which the relational categories of ‘family’ and ‘in-laws’ (i.e., ‘daughter-in-law’)
are invoked (Pomerantz & Mandelbaum 2005).  That is, the guest’s individually-oriented self-
description,  where  she  is  portrayed  as  ‘a  business-minded,  penny-pinching  individual’,  is
transformed into a family-oriented category description, as ‘a competent family supporter’ or ‘the
best candidate for a prospective daughter-in-law’. In this process, we find that ‘intra/inter-family
relationships’ are foregrounded over ‘competence of an individual’.6

It can be further observed that the host group members’ praise, or mock-praise, of the
guest is grounded in the membership categorization practice in which social categories ‘woman’
6 In the same vein, we find in Extract (3) that the guest’s individual trait that might be perceived as potentially

‘deviant’ (e.g. ‘opposing her mother’) is replaced with a ‘safer’ one grounded in family relationships (e.g.
‘daughter appreciating her mother being a caring parent’).
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vs. ‘man’ in the category collection of ‘gender’ are ‘positioned’ in such a way that the category
‘man’ is  a  higher  than  the  category ‘woman.’ (cf.  Sacks  1992a:  585-86).  That  is,  the  hosts’
assessments of the female guest in (4) may be hearable as ‘praising’ by virtue of the guest, as an
incumbent of the category ‘woman’, doing something that is normally done by a man (a higher-
positioned category).7

Another noticeable feature in this phase of talk (lines 23-26) is that, while exchanging
commentaries in praising the guest, H1 and H2 gaze at each other, while allusively referring to
the guest as the third-person ‘she’.8 The relevant segment of Extract (4) is introduced below in
Extract (5):

(5) [Guru Show, H1, H2 & H3 (Hosts); G (Guest): Actress & boxer]

23 H1: Eh  cincca saynghwallek kangha-n yepaywu-ney:: ((gazing at H2))

‘Oh she is an actress who really knows how to make a living!’     

24 H1: eh:::         

25 H2: myenuli-kam ((gazing at G)) ilwi-ntey-yo, ilwi, ((gazing at H1))

‘She is the top-choice candidate as a daughter-in-law, the top-choice!’

26 H1: Ney::::: ((gazing at H2))

‘Right!’

The shift in participation framework can be observed in that, over the course of question-
answer sequences where the host and the guest interact with each other, they tend to gaze at each
other most of the time, but in the assessment sequence that follows, the hosts begin to exchange
gazes among themselves more frequently as they go about praising the guest. This suggests that
in the assessment phase of the episode, host-host interactions prevail where they collude among
themselves against  the guest,  who is  thus positioned as  a  side participant  excluded from the
domain of focal encounter (Goffman 1979).

Recall that the host-group members’ collusion is also observed in Extracts (2) and (3). In
(2), H1 and H3 team up with H2, who has initiated a teasing sequence, in such a way that they
escalate the level of affect collaboratively. This is done by laughing together, and through H1’s
meta-pragmatically-framed evaluative  remark  (line  12)  that  further  intensifies  the  assessment
activities underway. The fellow hosts’ collaboration, obliquely organized here, prepares the basis
on which H2 can up the ante by further putting down the guest in the on-going teasing activities
(lines 15-16). In (3), H1 and H2 echo each other’s ‘loaded’ assessment through constructing a
sequence of formulations (lines 19-20, 22, and 23),  indexing their shared orientation towards
foregrounding a positive image of parents caring their child. In all these cases, we find that the
guest is positioned as the ‘butt’ of the collective assessment collusively organized by the host-
group members, who position themselves as a group of external observers claiming epistemic
supremacy vis-à-vis the guest (cf. Schegloff 2007). Positioned as an out-group member as such,
the guest’s individual voice is thereby procedurally suppressed in favor of a normatively-attuned
voice of collectivities represented by the host group, who obliquely sides with (or sometimes
even  claim that  they  belong  in)  the  categories  of  socially-refined  people,  caring  parents,  or
patriarchs praising a young woman patronizingly.

7 This is reminiscent of Sacks’ observation that, in the category collection of ‘stages of life’, where the category 
‘adult’ is positioned ‘higher’ than the category ‘baby’, the assertion that a member of the category ‘baby’ is 
doing the activity bound to the category ‘adult’ constitutes ‘praising’ (e.g. ‘She is acting like an adult.’).

8 Even though pronouns are often not formally realized in Korean, one can readily see that the subject of the 
host’s sentences in the given context is ‘she’, referring to the guest.
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Conclusion
As suggested by the preceding observations,  it  is  notable that the talk-show host’s normative
orientation is  displayed in such a way that the upshot of the guest’s telling is  formulated or
assessed  in  terms  of  ‘relationship  categories’  (Pomerantz  &  Mandelbaum  2005),  whose
incumbents  are  mutually  related  in  terms of familial  rights  and  obligations.  In  the  category-
transforming work the host engages in, the perspective of the parent or the family tends to be
highlighted, with the guest’s voice as an individual being often suppressed. In this process, we see
‘culture in action’; the host would orient to evoking those social categories, category sets, and
category relationships that would be amenable to routine moral accountability (Fitzgerald 2012:
2) in the way that their work is reflexively shaped by the cultural expectations of the TV-viewing
audiences as co-members.

The findings provide  us with initial  grounds for  cross-cultural  studies  explicating  the
ways  in  which culturally  meaningful  formulation and assessment activities  are organized (cf.
Moerman 1973) with respect to how and to what extent they draw upon evocation of norms of
certain types. For instance, they have implications for examining how practices or procedures
employed for inquiry-making and formulating differ from culture to culture. The extent to which
the  explication  and  appreciation  of  ordinariness  and  extraordinariness  of  a  celebrity  as  an
individual  would  presumably  hinge  heavily  upon  the  invocation  of  particular  membership
categories (e.g., ‘being a good girl to her mother’, ‘being a good parent’, ‘being a good student’,
‘passing the college entrance exam’,  etc.).  They also point  to  a  potentially  interesting  cross-
cultural comparison of how ‘humor’ is created and taken up differently across cultures (Apte
1985), given that it is very much through such particular category-based, normatively-oriented
practice of formulating the guest’s response that the host-guest interactions become the source of
fun and amusement in the Korean cultural scene enacted through TV talk shows.

Last,  but  not  least,  one  of  the  observable  features  of  the  participation  framework  in
Korean talk-show interactions is that it is often shaped in such a way that the guest’s voice is
defined by the members of the host group (Smith 1978), who  collude among themselves as a
group of external observers, advice-givers, or even as a group of elders patronizing the guest
positioned  as  an  ‘out-group’  member/side-participant. The  ‘multiple  hosts  vs.  single  guest’
configuration, a format prevalently favored in Korean entertainment-oriented talk-shows, seems
to facilitate the enactment of diverse patterns of footing shift and participant alignment among the
participants (Goffman 1979). Indeed, the popularity of this talk-show format may be the outcome
of its methodic usefulness observed in the way the opportunity for the hosts to probe a single
guest ‘on their terms’ becomes thereby expanded and the guest’s voice suppressed.

Furthermore,  the ‘many-to-one’ format allows the hosts who are not participating in the
interaction at the current moment to monitor the host-guest interaction in progress, waiting for the
opportunity to formulate or assess the upshot of the guest’s telling later as an external evaluator.
They can easily place themselves in ‘second’ position, where they can freely take a critical stance
vis-à-vis the guest’s telling by picking at its  weaknesses through prompts and wisecracks (cf.
Sacks 1992b: 348-53; Hutchby 1996: 487-499), without being closely bound sequentially by the
terms  and  agendas  of  the  question  that  their  fellow  host  asked  in  the  prior  context.  These
asymmetrical features of sequential organization and configuration of the participation framework
furnish the hosts with a resource for enhancing their status as ‘powerful’ external observers, who
are  sequentially  afforded the  opportunity  to  collectively engage the  guest  as  the  ‘butt’ to  be
teased, empathized with, or praised on their own terms.
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Appendix

I have used transcription conventions developed by conversation analysts with some 
modifications (Sacks, Schegloff, & Jefferson 1974):

[  ] Simultaneous utterances . Falling intonation = Contiguous utterances

, Slightly rising intonation ? Rising intonation // Interruption

(0.0) Intervals between utterances -- Cut-offs (.) Micro-pause

: Sound stretch (  ) Words unclear (( )) Transcribers remarks

hhh  Audible aspirations .hh Audible inhalations Underlining  Emphasis

> < quicker than surrounding talk
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