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This is a study of the verbal accounts of paranormal investigators. The  focus of analysis is upon the rhetorical organization of event descriptions in ways that establish the factual status of reports in order to highlight the inherent problems associated with current understandings of reports of  spontaneous cases. Drawing upon a corpus of interviews conducted with six investigation group members, analysis was conducted using discursive psychology, in particular the rhetorical approach, with an examination of the ways in which accounts were presented and the interactional consequences of describing events in particular ways. Analysis revealed  how speakers worked to imply the paranormal status of events while avoiding explicitly labelling experiences as  “paranormal.”  By  focussing  upon  the  production  of  event  descriptions,  the construction of intersubjectivity and the importance of the context in which accounts are elicited, the current work has implications for the way in which parapsychologists currently utilize and understand accounts of spontaneous cases.



Introduction

From the inception of the discipline of experimental parapsychology, there has been reliance upon reports of personal experiences. Louisa Rhine, who along with her husband J.B. Rhine founded the field, was a pioneering researcher of spontaneous psychic experiences. Her experimental work was largely informed by a collection of more than 30,000 letters sent to her from individuals detailing such experiences. While the focus of her study was not to prove the existence of paranormal phenomena, it was hoped that these cases would provide inspiration that might form the basis of experimental work under controlled conditions (Rao 1986). The tradition of utilizing spontaneous cases to inform experimental studies has continued within the discipline, with case collections being used to inform and test hypotheses (e.g., Schouten 1979, 1981). Otherwise, as the discipline largely adopts an experimental, proof-orientated approach (Utts 1991), studies have been conducted into the authenticity of particular spontaneous cases (e.g., Maher 2000; Maher & Hansen 1995). Although several researchers have acknowledged the importance of studying spontaneous cases (Alvarado 1996a, 1996b; Irwin 1994), there remains a lack of
	

literature within this area (Alvarado 2002). Furthermore, examination of examples within the parapsychological literature which do focus upon spontaneous cases indicates that cur- rent approaches may be problematic.
One example is that of Maher and Hansen (1995), who provided a narrative based on information from various witnesses who experienced unusual phenomena at a reportedly haunted castle. The reports given by witnesses are understood by Maher and Hansen as accurate reflections of speakers’ thoughts, with no consideration of the context within which accounts are produced. However, this uncritical approach has been shown to be problematic by the emergence of discursive psychology.
Discursive psychology (DP) is an approach which has grown out of several perspectives including ethnomethodology, conversation analysis (CA), and the sociology of science. One of the main principles of DP is to treat talk not as a route to cognitive processes such as “memory” or as a direct reflection of thought, but as a form of social action (Edwards 1997; Edwards & Potter 1992). The approach applies the methodological princi- ples of discourse analysis (DA) and CA to the analysis of psychological themes (Edwards
2005). It is proposed that topics such as memory are inherently social activities (Middleton
& Edwards 1990), and by pursuing the action orientation of talk (Edwards & Potter 1992) activities such as “remembering” and describing events have been shown to be arenas where “psychological business” such as blaming, managing attitudes, and attributing responsibility are all constructed (Wooffitt 1992). The current study draws upon the methodology of CA, which is an empirical, cumulative research program concerned with the structural organization of conversation and which is frequently recruited within DP for the study of talk-in-interaction. The current study also draws upon DA, which as Potter and Wetherell (1987) note, is not simply a methodology but also a broad theoretical framework concerning the nature of discourse and its role in social life. Within this view, it is proposed that accounts are always tied to the context in which they are produced and that language is used variably dependent upon context and the functions it performs (Wooffitt
2005). It is proposed that examining speech in the context of its production can reveal what is being done with language and that the performative qualities of discourse can be revealed (Willig 2001).
From within DP, the notion that language is a direct reflection of thought rather than a form of social action (Edwards 1997) has been extensively critiqued via consideration of how in their everyday activities, people ordinarily report and explain actions and events (Edwards & Potter 2005). A defining feature of DP is the notion that when reporting events people have a stake or interest such as to display their version of events as factual, and it is proposed that descriptions are constructed in ways which achieve this (Edwards, Potter & Middleton 1992). Furthermore, it is argued that the context in which remembering “gets done” has a critical influence upon the talk produced.
As Bartlett (as cited in Middleton & Edwards 1990) notes, people produce accounts for a range of reasons, amongst which a concern for dispassionate accuracy is rare. The accounts that form the basis of such studies are frequently elicited in interview situations, which subsequently has a critical influence upon the production of accounts as interviewees work to manage a range of considerations such as stake and interest; that is, they may respond based on particular interests and may manage issues of interests within their talk (Potter & Hepburn 2005). An additional problem is that reports of experiences are frequently summarized and presented in researchers’ words rather those of the original speaker. Such summaries are shorter and tidier, lose information, and add none (Antaki, Billig, Edwards & Potter 2003). Therefore, it can be argued that the use of approaches which rely upon summaries of accounts produced by researchers are problematic.


In relation to paranormal experiences (such as hauntings), it has been argued that what people report to have experienced is a logical way to begin inquiry, and that what people believe about those experiences is a proper point to begin interpretation (Hufford
2001). However, discourse based work with its focus upon variability as a feature of con- text, has highlighted the problems associated with determining underlying, stable beliefs, as it has been suggested that people perform actions of different kinds through their talk, and thus there will be significant variation in descriptions and accounts as people perform different kinds of actions (Potter & Wetherell 1987, 1994). It has been suggested that something can be learned from studying the features of spontaneous psychic experiences, the variation within and between these experiences (Alvarado 1996a, 1996b, 2002) and the variables that are related to this, such as personality (e.g., Zingrone, Alvarado & Dalton  1998).  However DP  makes problematic  the  notion  of  dispassionate accurate records which can be “collected” from individuals and explained with reference to under- lying cognition or “personality variables.” Rather, examination of the rhetorical organization of accounts within talk-in-interaction allows one to observe the ways in which reports are constructed and the functions of doing this.
Recent studies within DP and CA that have focused upon individuals’ accounts of spontaneous cases have begun to highlight the gains associated with adopting such an approach. For example, one feature of descriptions of paranormal events is that they frequently follow an acknowledgment of initial scepticism about the reality of paranormal phenomena (Allcock 1981). It has been argued that while such declarations may accurately reflect speakers’ prior position, it is necessary to examine the functional aspects of such declarations of belief (Lamont 2007). Consequently, it has been sug- gested that such claims work to heighten the factuality of the account by providing evidence of critical thinking and a reluctance to believe too easily (Lamont 2007). One way in which accounts are constructed to counter potential criticisms of stake or interest is through “stake inoculation” (Potter 1996). Initial scepticism encourages us to treat con- clusions as factual as they are counter to original interests (Potter 2004) and are thus a product of the strength of the facts themselves, rather than an expectation of the speaker (Potter 1996).
Devices for heightening the factuality of paranormal accounts have also been examined in the context of interviews with single speakers, where it has been found that when reporting experiences speakers frequently provide details of the mundane activities they were carrying out prior to the event (Wooffitt 1991, 1992). This two-part structure has been conceptualized as “I was just X. . . . . when Y,” where “X” represents the mundane activities prior to the onset of “Y,” the paranormal phenomena. Here, Wooffitt claims, the mundane activities reported are not the type of events which are particularly memorable or reportable, and therefore the inclusion of such details within reports addresses particular inferential tasks. Namely, this two part structure emphasizes the paranormal nature of the event while simultaneously highlighting that, at the time, speakers’ circumstances allowed them to have a clear view of the phenomena.
Another feature of paranormal accounts is that of not naming the phenomenon. Wooffitt (1992) argues that, along with displaying appropriate and relevant knowledge, naming an event at the start of an account may be taken as an indication of the speaker’s knowledge of and interest in the phenomenon. For paranormal accounts, where there is widespread  scepticism regarding the  phenomena described, Wooffitt argues that  the speaker “cannot be seen too readily to accept the existence of the phenomenon they believe they have encountered” (Wooffitt 1992, p. 105). Naming the described phenomena as paranormal rather than being a simple act of labelling displays an implicit commitment to


the veridical existence of the phenomena described (and one which, as Lamont [2007]
infers, the speaker will want to avoid).
These studies highlight an important point regarding spoken accounts, which is that rather than representing a direct reflection of speakers’ memory, versions of events are produced in particular ways in order to achieve particular functions. That is, there is an action orientation of talk and that various social actions, or interactional work, are done in discourse (Edwards & Potter 1992). As there are a range of aspects and characteristics which speakers can conceivably include within reports, one can examine the ways in which accounts are constructed and what interactional business is being attended to when speakers choose to include particular features within accounts (Wooffitt 1991).
Several parapsychologists have begun to acknowledge the benefits of developing links with other disciplines (Wooffitt & Allistone 2005). Indeed, outside of DP, many scholars have begun to utilize qualitative methodologies, in particular to examine the phenomenology  of anomalous experiences (e.g., Heath 2000; Stowell 1997a, 1997b; Wilde & Murray 2009). However, as highlighted here, there are benefits associated with adopting a discursive psychological approach. Much of parapsychology is based upon communicative practices, with procedures such as Ganzfield ESP experiments, which test individuals for extra-sensory-perception, reliant upon everyday language to carry out a variety  of  interactional  tasks (Wooffitt  2003). Qualitative  case  studies are  mediated through verbal interaction and are reliant upon the spoken accounts of experiencers. Thus, it can be argued, parapsychology necessarily involves the study of discourse. Indeed, it has been suggested that any suspicion of the benefits associated with the study of communicative practices within parapsychology is misplaced and that DP, with its formal technical account of the way in which communicative competencies are used and with what effects, can offer real benefits to parapsychologists (Wooffitt & Allistone 2005).
In this manner, the present study focuses on the verbal accounts provided by paranormal investigators. There is a proliferation of paranormal investigative groups, often comprising members with disparate backgrounds who investigate locations reputed or suspected to host paranormal phenomena. The recent popularity of such groups has been implicated in recent problems associated with finding detailed spontaneous case reports upon which to base further experimental research (Winsper & Parsons 2007). In addition to representing a convenient means by which to elicit narratives of collaborative experi- ences, the accounts of these “lay parapsychologists” (Allison 1979) and the techniques used to establish credibility and factuality is of particular interest.
The aim of this research is not to attempt to determine the truthfulness or validity of the accounts of interviewees, nor is it to investigate the implied paranormal status of events. Rather than attempting to determine the authenticity of reports, the focus is upon the social organization of memory and how speakers “work up” events as paranormal. It is argued that the process of remembering is a social rather than individual one; therefore, the focus is upon how remembering gets done in talk and how speakers collaboratively create  descriptions of events. Furthermore, consistent with the approach outlined by Wooffitt (1992), examining the rhetorical organization of talk is not to suggest that participants purposely present accounts in order to deliberately deceive. Rather this article is concerned with commonsense communicative practices and the ways in which accounts are jointly negotiated, constructed, and the interactional effects of these constructions. In summary, the aim of this article is to highlight the inherent problems associated with the ways in which reports of personal experiences are currently understood and utilized within parapsychology and to examine how a discursive psychological approach can offer an understanding of these problems.


Data Collection and Methodology

Participants and Interview Procedure

Analysis draws upon a corpus of open-ended interviews conducted with six members of two different paranormal investigation groups in the North of England. Groups were located via their Web presences on the Internet and contacted by e-mail. Prior to arranging interviews with particular individuals, group meetings were attended in order to identify members who had shared experiences they were willing to discuss. The six participants were interviewed in pairs. In addition four participants were asked to speak freely about a particular shared experience without any input during this session, although the researcher was present in the room.
The main focus of the interview schedule was to elicit collaborative experiences that the participants had shared. However, as each interview proceeded with encouragement to discuss experiences freely,  rather  than  viewing  the  situation  as  a  formal  interview, participants provided full accounts of their experiences with little prompting.


Transcription and Data Analysis

Each interview was audio recorded, and the tapes were subsequently transcribed. The transcription used is a simplified version of the Jeffersonian notation system (see Atkinson
& Heritage 1984), which consists of a series of symbols designed to highlight the sequential features of talk and the way in which utterances are made (see the appendix for detailed description of the conventions used).
Analysis was informed by DP, drawing upon the methodologies of CA and DA. In particular, analysis draws upon the rhetorical aspect of DP and the notion that speakers may resist arguments by constructing counter arguments which represent the inevitable other side to each question (Billig 1991). Thus any statement made by a speaker is designed to deal with a possible or actual counter statement (Billig 1996).


Analysis

In contrast to views of language as a direct route to what is occurring within individuals’ minds, analysis revealed that versions of events were collaboratively built through interaction within the interview process. Analysis will first focus upon the interactional features of instances in which the term “paranormal” is used by interviewees and the mitigation work surrounding these references. Second, the rhetorical organization of event descriptions and the attributional work done to imply the paranormal status of events will be considered. Furthermore, it will be demonstrated that rather than the research interview serving as a method for gaining access to what is occurring within individual’s minds, the production of accounts is an interactive process co-constructed by the interviewees and the interviewer.


Problematic Nature of the Paranormal

The analysis in this first section will focus on instances in which interviewees use the term paranormal. As discussed earlier, the “not naming phenomenon” is a robust feature of paranormal accounts, as explicitly labelling events as paranormal at the beginning of a report may be taken as an indication of speakers’ interest (Wooffitt 1992). Although


participants were recruited on the basis that they had witnessed paranormal phenomena, difficulty was displayed in using the term. In each case, references are not overt or direct but are mitigated in some way.

Extract 1
01.   Ad:	↓[ye::]ah so I mean par- ee:
02.	<paranormal (0.2) we ca:n’t say (.) b’cause we can’t
03.	prove it wa:s, but we can’t prove at the mo:ment, we
04.	can’t prove it wa:snt, (.) neither. (0.2)

This extract occurs nineteen and a half minutes into the group session and contains the first explicit reference to the paranormal. The discourse marker “I mean” marks this as an expression of subjectivity, as if Ad is ”thinking aloud” and considering possible options, rather than making a factual statement. In lines 1 and 2 he restarts “paranormal,” display- ing difficulty in producing the next utterance, orienting to the problematic nature of the use of the term. Rather than explicitly labelling events as paranormal, he produces a three- part structure in which he states that it is not possible to determine whether events were paranormal, concedes this point, and then overturns it (lines 1–4), which has the rhetorical effect of supporting and bolstering his position (Antaki & Wetherell 1999). This three-part structure highlights that Ad is aware of the challenge to the paranormal status of events (“we can’t say because we can’t prove that it was”) but that this is something which can easily be rebutted (“but we can’t prove at the moment, we can’t prove that it wasn’t”). This makes the claim sound strong and well defended, while attending to matters of stake and interest (Edwards & Potter 1992). The claim that “we cant prove that it wasn’t” is an example of stake inoculation (Potter 1996); that is, Ad heads off the attribution of personal interest as he presents his claims not as a matter of personal opinion but rather as a result of the strength of the facts and proof itself.
Extract 2 is taken from the same group session as the previous extract and occurs at the very end of the session. This contains the second reference within the interview to the paranormal and contains several mitigating features that are comparable to extract 1.

Extract 2
01.  Ad:    ↓personally having bee:n there↓ .h I think that
02.	renownedness: uh certainly holds up to its name. (0.8)
03.	>fuu: fuh- for< di:ff’rent aspects, ↑paranormal↑ or
04.	not paranormal. (0.4) be: what it may be, (0.2)

A preliminary observation is that the statement regarding the “renowndness” of a particular venue which the group have investigated is presented as a personal opinion based upon experience. As in extract 1, Ad’s “personally having been there, I think” marks this as an expression of subjectivity and presents him as expressing a personal opinion rather than making a definitive avowal. The reference to “having been there” invokes perceptual clar- ity and warrants factuality (Edwards & Potter 1993), giving the account an air of credibil- ity. At line 3 he restarts “for,” displaying difficulty in producing his next utterance, which is formulated as “different aspects.” In a manner which is comparable to extract 1, rather than declaring these different aspects to be based upon paranormal activity, he introduces the term paranormal as part of a contrast structure “paranormal or not paranormal.” The rhetor- ical effect of this is to provide evidence of logical thinking, refuting the notion of a naïve readiness to believe in the paranormal. The invocation of the possibility that explanations for events may be “not paranormal” highlights that this is a live concern for the group.


[bookmark: _GoBack]These sequences display some important features. Although group members were recruited on the basis that they have experienced paranormal phenomena, participants demonstrated a difficulty in using the term paranormal, a finding which is in accord with previous research (Wooffitt 1992). Instances in which the term paranormal was used, this was introduced as part of a contrast structure, demonstrating that the consideration of nonparanormal explanations is a live concern for group members. Furthermore, these utterances are formulated in subjective terms, as an expression of opinion rather than an attempt to sway or influence listeners. Presenting accounts in this way does the interac- tional work of stake inoculation (Potter 1996) by refuting notions of a naïve willingness to believe in the paranormal and an interest in persuading people of the existence of paranormal phenomena.


Construction of Collaboration and Nonnormativity

As demonstrated in the previous section, group members displayed difficulty in labelling events as paranormal. Analysis will now focus upon the way in which particular events are worked up as nonnormative during their discussion, implying the paranormal status of events without explicitly labelling them as such. In addition, analysis will also examine how intersubjectivity is a pervasive feature of talk (Edwards 2004) as interviewees work to demonstrate the collective, shared nature of accounts. In this way, speakers can be seen to be orienting to the context of the research interview and instructions given to discuss a shared experience.
One major argument that can be made to challenge claims to have experienced paranormal phenomena is that there is an alternative, mundane explanation for the event. Within the following extract, in which Karen and Sheila describe hearing footsteps during an investigation, speakers orient to possible alternative explanations as they do some work to refute this and thus bolster the factual status of their account. Furthermore, both speakers work to demonstrate their intersubjectivity and the collaborative nature of the account.

Extract 3
01.  Kar:	so we radioed down to the manager .h a:nd said is they
02.	anyone else in the thea:tre <other than us:. one
03.	half were of us was in the uhm (.) [stall:]   :s
04.  She:	st[a::lls]
05.  Kar:	thee stall:s and the cir:cles >n: all that<. .h n: we
06.	was at the back en:d (.) °uv the uh-uv the stage.° ser
07.	the manager said (.) no: th’s no-one else in the
08.	thea:tre but yo:u. so tha:t’s that was
09.	rea:l[ly str]ange weren’t it=
10.  She:	[yea::h]

The invocation of an alternative explanation which is then refuted occurs in lines 1–8. The plural person pronoun “we” makes it unclear which of the interviewees radioed and spoke to the manager, highlighting that both speakers take joint credit for the authorship of the account. Here, the possibility that the footsteps may have belonged to another person in the building is oriented to and dismissed. In doing so, interviewees display a reluctance to believe too easily, countering the notion of gullibility by highlighting that an alternative explanation was attended to. Rather than formulating this as a narrative within the past tense, the use of direct reported speech (lines 1 and 2, 7 and 8) invokes the original situation, heightening the factual status of events by providing evidence and confirming


objectivity, while allowing listeners to make their own assessments and reach their own conclusions (Holt 1996, 2000). However, although a function of reported speech is to confirm objectivity, it is nevertheless tied to assessment (Buttny 1998; Holt 2000), and Sheila’s own assessment “so that was really strange” informs recipients of how the story should be heard, that is, as nonnormative and unusual. Thus in presenting the account in this manner recipients are invited to reach their own conclusions, while the nonnormativity of the account is implied through the invocation and dismissal of an alternative explanation.
A further notable feature of the extract is the way in which the account is collaboratively constructed as interviewees work up their intersubjectivity. At line 3, the hesitation marker “uh” indicates trouble in finding a particular word. This display of uncertainty invites Sheila to participate in finding the word (Schegloff 2000), which she does at line 4 after only a slight delay, demonstrating that she has independent knowledge of the situation. This is immediately confirmed by Karen who repeats the word in overlap (line 3) and then substantially in the clear (line 5), displaying recognition and ratifying intersubjectiv- ity. A further notable feature of the extract is that at line 10, in overlap with Karen’s assessment of the event as “really strange,” Sheila produces an agreement token, “yeah.” Notably, this occurs part way through Karen’s turn, overlapping with her production of “really.” The agreement token is based upon a projection of the latter part of the turn. Providing confirmation in overlap in this manner highlights the intersubjectivity of the speakers, demonstrating shared knowledge and the collaborative nature of the account. In addition, the design features of Karen’s turn at line 9 and the use of a negative interroga- tive, which strongly projects agreement (Heritage 2002) from Sheila, is a further way of ratifying intersubjectivity.
Within the following extract regarding a séance, speakers use a further range of strategies to construct intersubjectivity. There is an orientation to the implication of the paranormal status of events as speakers highlight the nonnormativity of the account.

Extract 4
01.  Rob:	(0.6) ↓the roo::m (0.4) eh after a short
02.	whi:u[l ](0.5) <the room changed= (.)
03.  Kar:	°[heh]°	=°heh heh heh°=
04.  Ad:	=((incoherent mumbling))=
05.  Rob:	↑ernd this is where I WILL LEAVE YOU TO:: (.) uh eh a
06.	colle:ague of mi::ne ::erm <which was(0.2)the first
07.	person I actually not::iced wus the::re (.) ((had
08.	wa[:y	]))(0.6)
09.  Kar:	[heh heh]
10.  Rob:	her nat:ure had act:ually changed while ‘a
11.	started to:: (0.2) um call ou:t thu séance. and uhm
12.	from uh quite a ↑li::vely and bubb:ly lay:dee to
13.	some:body: thut was(0.2) for me:: a stri:ct
14.	ste:rn (.) ↑che:e cha:a.=
15.  She:	=hm:mm eh .hhhh (0.4) erm:: it was very strange.

Speakers work up the collaborative nature of the account as Sheila is co-opted into the process of telling of the story. Sheila is introduced as the authoritative source for the unpacking of events and is selected as the next speaker without an explicit reference by name. Rather, she is introduced as “a colleague of mine.” Nevertheless, the process of speaker transition is unproblematic as Sheila begins her turn with latched timing (line 15),


displaying alignment and intersubjectivity. Consensus is built into the account at lines 3 and 9, as Karen produces self-initiated overlapping laughter (Jefferson 1979), providing an assessment of Rob’s turn and putting a “stamp of approval” on that aspect of the story, demonstrating shared knowledge (Lerner 1992).
The reference to a change in Sheila’s “nature” at line 10 formulates a dispositional, routine aspect of Sheila’s “personality,” which changed inexplicably during the séance. The repetition of “actually” (lines 7 and 11) marks this as something objective, which actually occurred, despite the nonnormativity of the account. Building upon the notion of a change in Sheila’s nature Rob contrasts Sheila’s usual “lively and bubbly” disposition with that of a “strict stern teacher,” a notion that emphasises the extreme and thus unusual nature of the event and which is not resisted by Sheila. Indeed, she aligns with Rob in her turn at line 15 as she displays agreement “it was very strange,” building upon the inexpli- cability of the event.
In summary, within this extract Sheila’s nature is collaboratively negotiated and discursively deployed to highlight the atypical nature of events. Alignment and intersub- jectivity is displayed through the organisation of turn taking, which proceeds unproblem- atically without the need to introduce co-speakers by name.


Discussion

Rather than remembering events in ways that reflect best attempts at accurate recall, speakers produced accounts in ways that attended to particular interactional business. Group members worked to refute negative implications associated with membership of the category paranormal investigator, such as gullibility and irrationality. Explicit uses of the term paranormal displayed interactional trouble, a finding which builds upon previous work conducted by Wooffitt (1992). Turns which featured the term paranormal were miti- gated and were presented as personal opinions rather than definitive, factual statements. Furthermore, the term was introduced as part of a contrast structure, providing evidence of logical thinking and refuting the notion of naïve gullibility. Although it is beyond the scope of this article, these features which contain the term paranormal deserve further study.
A further finding was that events were described in ways which imply their paranormal status without explicit labelling as such. This was achieved through the invocation and dismissal of alternative explanations, which allows speakers to display a reluctance to believe too easily. One way of managing factuality is to externalize accounts and place events “in the world” (Edwards & Potter 1993). By organizing accounts in ways which counter plausible alternative explanations, the paranormal status of events is implied, however, by avoiding labelling experiences as such, listeners are invited to “make up their own minds” and reach their own conclusions. The consequence of this is to demonstrate that paranormal attributions are justified by the facts “out there” rather than being based upon the subjectivities of speakers.
Crucially, through an examination of displays of intersubjectivity and the construc- tion of the collaborative nature of accounts, it was demonstrated that participants orient to the context of the research project and present accounts in particular ways depending on instructions given. These findings are noteworthy because they demonstrate the critical influence of the interview setup upon the talk produced, a matter that has been largely ignored within parapsychology.
It has been suggested that objective, proof orientated research within parapsychology should be abandoned in favour of the increased study of spontaneous cases (Braud, as


cited in Stokes 1997) and that examination of the processes and phenomenology of experiences and related variables may deepen understanding of occurrences (Alvarado 1996b). However, by highlighting the communicative practices involved in the production of accounts, the current work makes problematic the notion of eliciting objective accounts within interview situations, which can then be explained with reference to underlying cog- nition. “Truth,” rather than something which can be determined objectively, is something oriented to during the production of accounts (Edwards & Potter 1992). The common sense communicative practices of presenting versions of events in particular ways are tied to context, and together they have a critical influence upon the talk produced.
The present research calls for the adoption of qualitative methodology to complement the current emphasis upon quantification within the field of parapsychology (Alvarado
1996a). However, the current work highlights the problems associated with assumptions of language as a direct route to what is occurring within speakers minds as the production of accounts is a collaborative, rather than individual, process. Not only is this relevant for work that focuses on the accounts of multiple people, as single speaker accounts “col- lected” through interviews are a collaborative construction between the participant and researcher, and may be seen an the outcome of the activity of “doing interviews.” It has been shown that the interaction between the interviewer and interviewee, such as the instructions given to participants prior to the actual interview, has a crucial influence upon the talk produced.
In contrast to approaches which attempt to determine the ‘truth’ of claims, DP offers analysis of the ways in which parapsychological work is managed through interaction (Wooffitt 2005). It can be argued that attempting to explain experiences with reference to underlying variables, with the aim of developing theoretical models in order to make predictions (Alvarado 1996a), reproduces the positivist epistemology associated with parapsychology. Consideration of the ways in which accounts are produced is likely to reveal more about the influence upon the contents of experiences than the suggested approach of an examination of related psychological variables (e.g., Alvarado 1996a). As has been highlighted by previous attempts to refute the existence of paranormal processes, by explicating the factors which erroneously lead people to believe they have witnessed phenomena (e.g., Aarnio & Lindeman 2005; Goode 2002; Musch & Ehrenberg 2002), there may be biases associated with such approaches, and it can be argued that abandoning questions concerning the “truth” of claims may represent a step forward for the discipline. As DP adopts a methodological relativism with respect to the topic of talk (Wooffitt & Allistone 2005), the approach may represent a fruitful way forward for parapsychology.
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Appendix: Transcription Glossary

The  transcription  system  used  is  based  upon  that  developed  by  Gail  Jefferson (see
Atkinson & Heritage 1984).

(0.8)	Pauses are shown by the tenth of the second in brackets. (.)		A micropause, which is too short to measure.
[ ]	Square brackets indicate the beginning and end of overlapping speech.
↓ ↑ 	Vertical arrows denote notable pitch changes. Underlining	 Denotes emphasis.
CAPITALS	Indicate words which are considerably louder than the surrounding speech.
°i know°	Degree signs enclose words which are considerably quieter than the surrounding speech.
I do::nt know	Colons indicate that the preceding sound is elongated. More colons denote more elongation.
hhhh	Outbreath. As with colons, this is proportionate.
.hhhh	Inbreath, proportionate.
really?	Question marks indicate a ‘questioning’ intonation. no.	A full stop denotes a falling intonation.
>really<	Arrow brackets enclose talk which is delivered at a notably faster pace.
<really>	Arrow brackets which point away from talk indicate that speech is delivered at a notably slower pace.
heh heh	Laughter.
st(h)o(h)p i(h)t	h’s in brackets signals laughter within speech.
