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arrogant to hold others at arm‘s

length.

In these verses, Moses (the
first participant) talked with another
participant (the Samiri, the second
one) asked him about his matter and
what he did:

ol VO o g0
Accofding to this question, he
answered him positively to make |,
as a whole an adjacency pair of
Question / Answer , it is a preferred

second turn according to preference
system , and it is unmarked .

4.Conclusions

Adjacency pairs are
functionally important in organizing
face-to-face  conversation. They

occupy a position in which the
participants should contribute what
are intended in those situations,
particularly, adjacency pairs in the
religions texts.

First of all, the turns of such
texts are somehow complex because
of the authority of their participants
that they are of high dignity and
position. The main character
( participant ) in these texts is Allah

S A :_}:_-) , the other participants

can be classified into Messengers ,
Prophets Angles , dignified persons,
common persons (people) , ... and
so forth ,

Concerning the analysis of
adjacency pair., most of the turns
can be classified under the group of
order, requests which are in most
cases followed by an acceptance.
That is so because of the formal

relationship between the
participants. Moreover, the second

adjacent turn is the Question /

Answer which is between the
participants of different social
statues. At the end of the sura, there
was some sort of struggle between
the participants (Pharaoh, Istralites,
the magicians, and the like). This
creates another adjacency pair
which is Blame / Denial or
Addmission and Assessement /
Agreement or Disagreement.

On the other hand , most the
turns are described as unmarked , as
far as the preference system is
concerned .This can be related to
the different social statues like

Allah QM J=) (superior) and

(Moses and Aaron) (inferior), what
is more, Moses and Pharaoh ,Moses
and the Israelites ,Moses and his
brother, Moses and the Samiri, the
Samiri and the Israelites , and
soon .There are almost dispreferred
second turns when the participants
are not similar in thinking and
beliet .As a whole, most the
analyzed texts are of unmarked
preferred second turns because of
their specificity as between a
superior and an inferior and because
of the specific nature of such texts.
It is worthy montioning, the
text tends to show the lack of the
insertion sequences between the
turns, and also the lack of the non-
vocal element such as eye-
movement, body movement,

gestures and the like,
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Admmission . It is disperferred and
marked
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These verses complete the
narration of the story of Moses.

When he came back, he was full of

anger and grief. His speech to
Aaron is one of rebuke, and he was
also inclined to handle him roughly.

In turn, Aaron’s

inconsistent. On the contrary, there
was a dramatic aptness in the
different points emphasized on each
occasin. Aaron was referring by

implication to his brother’s wish to

reply was

maintain unity among the people.
Here the unity is the cheif point to
be emphasised.

" Here the conversation turns to
be w1th two different participants,
Moses is the first participant and
Aaron is the second one. It begins

with a question (&3 L) functioning

as a blame @.’ﬁ\), in turn, Aaron

answered his brother or he denied
his blame requestmg h1m

Then it is followed be a denial with
a justification:

IR R

& :4: a’/ g . '] - n.o/‘,.-. " l.’).’ h;_ :
C55 oy oyl g G B3 0y ) e )

PP
It is an .adjacency pair of
Blame / denial kind, concerning
preference system, it is a preferred
second turn, concerning
markedness, and it is unmarked.
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Moses now turned to the
Samiri asking him about his matter.

Samiri‘s reply in the second verse

summed up his character in a few
wonderful strokes of a character —
painting. He maintained that he was
a believer and he took a handful of
dust of the footprint of the
Messenger and threw it in the calf.
He took upon himself to pretend
that he had far more insight than
anybody else: he saw what the
vulgar crowd did not see. He saw
something supernatural.

As a punishment for his sin,
Moses orderd him to go and there
would be nothing touchable in this
life. Moses and his kind were to
become social lepers, untouchables,
and perbaps also’ sufﬁmently
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and the promise of the people of

Israel :

e N S e S0 g
They form one covenant,
which was entered into through

their leader Moses. Allah‘s promise

was to protect them and lead them
to Promised Land, and their promise

was t0 obey Allabh‘s Law and His

Commandments.

The Israelites borrowed from
the Egyptians jewels of silver and
gold before they left — In this way,
the Samiri was responsible for
suggesting the making of the golden
calf, but they could not disclaim
responsibility for themselves; the
burden of the sin is on him who
commits it, and he cannot pretend
that he was powerless to avoid it.
The weight of the gold they carried
could not be heavy even if one or
two men carried it. At last, they
melt it and cast it into the shape of a
calf.

This pair can be represented
by its two participants, Moses (the
first participant), the Israclites (the
second one). The first turn is a kind
of blame, which could be followed
by a denial or an admission. In this
case, it is followed by a denial, a
positive denial with a justification.
As a whole, it is a preferred second
turn, thus, it is unmarked.

%pﬁ“ b Uu; \,Hs 1,\,‘.*:.5&,.;(,3@,.1,
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Another stage of Moses'
message can  be  represented

throughout his struggle with the
Samiri. After throwing the gold into
fire, they went with the Samiri and
they had forgotten Moses and His
God, that he had been gone for so
many days. He was searching for a
god on the mount when his god is
really here. This was spoken by the
Samiri and his partisants, but the
people as a whole accepted it, and it
therefore became their speech. On
the other side the Israelites (the
rebels) had so little faith that they
had given Moses up for lost, and
never expected to see him again.

The second dimension is the
conversation  between  Aaron,
Moses'  brother,  (the  first
participant) and the Istralites (the
second participant). Aaron blamed
them on thelr followmg the Samlrl

gSf

On the other hand, they
addmited what they had done

saying : |
o € C’J‘u‘" u~5\f"-l°Q~ 3o

Accordmg to this analysis, it
is an adjacency pair of Blame /

[ b (1) saadl (4) slaoll
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In conclusion, it is an
adjacency ~ pair  of  Blame,
assessement / Acceptance,

accordingly, it is a preferred second
turn, and it is unmarked.
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~ These verses try to put the
reader at the beginging of the Sura,
in particular, the meeting between
Moses and Allah.

" This was when Moses was up
on the Mount for forty days and
forty nights. Moses had left the
elders of Israel with Aaron behind
him. While he was in a state of
ecstatic honour on the Mount, his
people were enacting strange scenes
down below. They were tested and
tried, and they failed in the trial.
They made a golden image of a calf
for worship.

The meeting begins with a
question form

-
e 4~

P
indicating that Moses had left his
people alone. In turn, Moses
answered positively saying:

- -~ e 4 < -~ 4

LIRSV ISICE AL

" But Allah blamed Moses on
that doing stating that they were
deceived by Samiri. Samiri was
subsequenrly not unknown among
the Heberws is clear from the Old
Testament. So, it is a person in the
northeren partion of the divided

kingdom, who reigned about 903-
896. B. C. and built a new: city,
Samaria, on a hill which he bought
from shemer, the owner of the hill,
for two talents of silver. -

As the turns of - that
conversation are concened, it begins
with a question which can be
considered as blame from Allah (the
first participant) to Moses (the
second participant) who answered
them that question positively. So, it
is an adjacency pair of Question /
Answer; it is a preferred second
turn, accordingly, it is unmarked.
What is noticed in that conversation
is that Moses' answer is followed by
a statement from Allah: '

[i;\.}:i:,.ﬂ:u'{:xb\;}\f&btpjﬁ-. o
to begin another stage of that
conversation to be turned between
Moses and his people , ~
5 U8 bl 5 155 ) ot
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These verses narrate the
speech that Moses talked with his
people. It can be considered as
blame because of their wrong doing
with Samiri, | |

In the first verse, the reader

can notice two promises, the
promise of Allah: SRR
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These verses begin with a
question from the Egyptians asking
Moses about who would be the first
participant to begin the race.

g‘“u‘d}kdﬁ‘d\ LJQ‘L‘O\ \"

Moses answered them
positively relying that they could be
the first. They threw their ropes and
rods and seemed to move about
them like snakes. So, it is Question /
Answer with unmarked preferred
second turn.

(éxém{s’}ﬁmrﬂua\ W«i‘ AR
rﬁl.a\i}u)b-&a !}KAJ&IL’“’P_M
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In these verses, when ‘Moses
and Aaron produced all their
miracles before the Egyptians, the
magicians of Egypt believed in
Moses all the time, in turn, Pharaoh
accused his sorcerers who had been
converted, of having been in league
with Moses all the time, and in fact
in having been led and taught by
him. So arrogance and evil cannot

conceive of Allah‘s worlds and

worlds of beauty and truth beyond
its own narrow vision. It is truly
blind, and its very cleverness

deludes it to wander far from the
truth.

As such, the magicians
refused to return to Pharaoh because
of the miracles Moses produced;
they represent the personality of the
messengers of Allah, and the logic

of events as they unfolded
themselves, and the light of the
inner conviction in their own
conscience.

According to the analysis of
these adjacency pairs, it is a
conversation between Pharaoh (the
first participant), and the magicians
(his  sorcercrs) (the  second
participant) It begins with a
rhetorical question which does not
need an answer, it is just like
blame:- |

Nl@éﬂ\f;&«\rﬁda\ Lp.u“

In the same verse, this blame
is followed by an assessment,
instead of denial, or accepting it, so
it is an insertion sequences in the
form of a statement following that
blame:

3 - .:f A - % r [ -.1-/
:Q‘ X u;‘_aw;,.%\;‘[,gﬁ;mm
A vise Al J,.:n&..

This assessement is followed
by an acceptance in which the

Pharaoh's

sentence insisting on their belief
and what accompamed 1t

L)bdﬁbuulun AT ,3 196

aL:.H 9Mu¢zm L..\ da\s ....u\ \.-u.asb

magicians  accepted
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Pharaoh asked them that
question to trap Moses into scathing
denunciations of his ancestors,
which would at once have deprived
him of the sympathy or the hearing
of the Egyptian crowd. In that
position, Moses could not answer
him = directly, instead, he
remembered the injunction given to
him to speak mildly, but did not in
any way whittle down the truth, but
he said in effect

Thus, 1t is an ad_]acency pair of
Question / Answer, as a result, it is

preferred second  turn  and
unmarked.

I n s W - . -
o) 12l 36 11 7Yy 365 (TG
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This is a sort of general
introduction to the confrontation
between Moses and Pharaoh. The
signs of Moses were not only the

{,:zb{uhiigmfj,du |

countering of the fraudulent magic
of Egypt with real miracles. The
Egyptians accused Moses of a
design to deprive them of their land,
and of excerising black magic. They
decided to make a meeting in a
place where both sides would have
even chances. Their meeting would
be on the great day of a Temple
Festival. Moses made  this
appointment in order to collect as
large a number as possible, for his
first duty was to preach the Truth.
Concerning conversation
analysis, the conversation begins
with a request from the Egyptians
(the first participant)'
According to this, it is in need for
an acceptance or a refusal to make a
pair, - Moses (the second
part1c1pant) accepted that request

positively: (el 52 u‘: m)\ 5 ‘S’my 6

(7= to make a preferred second

turn of Request / Acceptance. 1t is
unmarked.
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These verses talk about the
meeting between Moses and Aaron
(the first participant), and Pharaoh ,

(the second participant). The
children of Israel were subjected to
all sorts of oppression and
indignities. They were given hard
tasks: their leaders were unjustly
beaten; they were forced to make
bricks without straw.

Allah, in His indefinite Mercy,
always offers peace to the most
hardened sinners, even those who
are warring against Him. The
punishment must invetably come
for sin, whether the sinner is great
or small. Pharaoh rejected the

(6 -—tviab)

implication of Moses’s speech, and

he repudiated the suggestion that
the Allah who had sent Moses and

Aaron could possibly be Pharaoh's
Lord. He asked insolently
g""): b L<J g~’ JU

- The answer of Moses is
straight forward, dignified, and
illuminating. He and his brother

were proud to serve Allah (L)), but

He was the One and the only God
who had created all beings and all
things:

L;Mr;d:-r—uﬁu‘_}{ulas\c;.\l\ L._,J\s

As has been said before, these
verses can be considered as the
starting conversation with Pharaoh.
It is started with a statement from
Moses and Aaron saying;:

85 Y55 1
and it is said to justify their
commission , and directly it is

followed by an order and
prohibition '

% Y, J*"r*‘ L*-'J“)
Accordmgly, it is the first tum in
the form of order, what is expected
is to be followed by an acceptance
or a refusal, but instead, it is
followed by a question from
Pharaoh to make an insertion
sequence:

c)d

s v K) ._r’ J\’

In turn, Moses answered his
question positively to make the
preferred second turn of Question /
answer which is unmarked:

[ vre ) ssali(4) st
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Moses, having been
spiritually prepared now, gets his
definite commission to go 10

Pharaoh and point out the errors of

his ways. Allah ordered Moses to
go to Pharaoh. There are three
things Moses also asked for. le

asked for Allah‘s help in his fask ,

which at first appears diffcult to
him, the gift of eloquence, and the
removal of the impediment from his
speech and the counsel and constant
attendance with him of his brother
Aaron, whom he loved and trusted .

The requests that Moses made are
inspired, not by earthly but by
spiritual motives. The motive,
expressed in the most general terms,
is to glorify Allah, not in an
occasional way, but systematically
and continuously. The clauses in
this verse and the next, taken
together, govern all the requests he
made. The verses begin with an

order from Allah to Moses in the
form of 1mperat1ve

U.Ja.u\ M}J\ma\

Instead of accepting that order
directly, Moses asked Allah the
above requests, so, it is an insertion
sequence, but at last, Allah accepted
all his requests:

e § O gyl U0 4B
In turn, Moses accepted that

commission. As a result, it is Order,
request / Acceptance.

Covw % ab wz s s Nr ,o 4 - [
;ﬁ:{i&;s L V5 & Y b K) B3 S

S Bl L S ) &, Ve o g
%3& | ) bl Y 36 B
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Their mission was in the first
instance to Pharaoh and to the
Egyptians, and then to lead Israel
out of Egypt. These verses represent
the actual conversation between
Allah and Moses when He ordered
them to go to Pharaoh and try to
speak to him mildly. Again, there is
a statement (msertlon) sequence

u-laadlajkwla \g.}\.‘m\.u

between the order and its
acceptance . As a whole, it is a
preferred second turn of Order,
request / Acceptance. It s
unmarked.
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preferred second turn of Order /
Acceptance type, it is unmarked.

a2
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These verses narrate the
miracle of his rod. First of all, the
attention of Moses himself is drawn
to it, and he thinks of the ordinary
uses to which he puts in his daily
life.

The conversation begins by a
questton from Allah to Moses about
his rod, and in turn, he answered
positively. Accordingly, it is a
preferred second turn of Question /
Answer in  which Allah (first
participant) is the questioner and
Moses (second participant) who

answers  the question It is
unmarked.
Y ™ i Lo
O als - (2 B LRL T L, k{@\JG
(Y-—vaials)

Here begins the miracle of
his rod. Allah ordered him to throw
it, Moses threw it and it appeared
before him as a long and creeping,
writhing serpent. Here, there is a

symbol to present Allah’s mystery

to Moses‘ mind and understanding :

the rod becomes alive snake , and

its active motion is what is most to
be impressed on the mind of
Moses .

The verses begin with an
order from Allah to Moses to throw
his own rod. In turn, Moses threw it
doing what Allah ordered him. As
such, it is a preferred second turn of
Order / Acceptance, it is unmarked.

a L - P ) I
oy B ol o Wil Lasd ¥y B33 0B
,‘ ﬁH - - L e
DAl 1y b G Hlag 155 Sl 12
0680 B & V3
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Another order from Allah to
Moses to take his rod, positively, it
is a preferred second turn of Order /
Acceptance since Moses seized his
rod, this action is accomplished
non-vocally. It is unmarked.

The second miracle is the one
of his hand. Ordinarily, when the
skin becomes white, it is a sign of
discase, leprosy or something
loathsome. Here there was no
question of disease: on the contrary,
the hand was glorified, and it shone
as with a divine light. Such a
miracle was beyond a human magic.
Accordingly, it is a preferred second
turn of Order / Acceptance, but his
acceptance was non-vocally, by
moving his hand. It is unmarked.

[ XV () asadl (4) alaoll
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example of insertion sequence. It
also represents a distance between
what is expected and what is
provided.
3. Analysis

The practical part of this
research is devoted to analyzing
Taha Sura by refetring to the types
of adjacency pairs. The purpose
behind this choice is to shed light
on the various types of such pairs
adopted in this sura.

p oo M Al e
A .;z/;ﬁ,'t //5;#"
Sl s 1,6 ) 3 oyl L A1 3
SV Dol 3 i gl oY M0 LT
r - % -~ - -~
(v o—tiade) K [oun

These two verses narrate the
story .of Moses in its different
incidents. It is told in many places
in the Holy Quran, and in each case,
the phase most appropriate in the
context is referred to or
emphasized; it is a phase from the
religious history of mankind.

These Verses are a
conversation between Moses and

his wife (Js) when he saw a fire in

the - distance. [t appeared like an
ordinary fire, which always
betokens the presence of men in a
desert or a lonely place. Moses
made for it alone, to fetch
wherewithal for making a fire for
his family, and perhaps to find some

direction as to the way, from the
people he should meet there .

The conversation begins by
the first participant (Moses) to the
second participant (his wife) when

he ordered them to stay there (1,5))

in the form of imperative. In turn,
they accepted non-vocally to stay
that they stayed there. Thus, it is a
preferred second turn of Order
/Acceptance type. Accordingly, it is
unmarked.

H ;!f‘ra/,{’ P o ),A:_,‘”
0 s 05 ¥ T (s B

(V=N o) glo 0 150

When (Moses) went 10 see the
fire, it was not an ordinary fire, it
was a Burning Bush: a Sign of the
Glory of Allah. The spiritual history
of Moses begins here. 1t was his
spiritual  birth;  infancy and

upbringing are referred to later on.
Here, another participant
appeared who is the sound from
Heaven, from above. He will be the
Commander for Moses later on. He
begins the conversation by calling
on Moses ordering him to put off
his slippers: |

(o o sf3h GBI GRS H5 B0 W )
Moses, in turn, put off his
shoes as a mark of respect, 50, he
accepted. In conclusion, it is a

[ Yors (V) asall (1) alaolt
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pairs together " Like Stubbs (1983:
i1t) , for him , preferred second
parts tend to be structuraily
stimpler , allowing quicker and
easier proposal  while  the
dispreferred  ones  tend be
structurally complex .

Levinson (1983:322-6) draws
preferred and disprefered second
turns in that the former is the
unmarked turn, whereas the fatter is
the marked.

Below is a diagramm of
marked and unmarked adjacency
pairs according to Levinson (1983),

to

disagreement  which is  called
dispreferred action turn shape. The
rationale behind preference
organization is that there are
differences in  the design of
adjacency pairs, ie,it can be

accepted or refused, assessement
can be agreed with or disagreed
with, and requests can be granted or
denicd  between  positive  and
negative alternatives.

Nofsinger (1991:64) notes that
... it is the expectation of the
second pair part — conditional
relevance rather than the actual
adjacency that binds the adjacency

n

First Turn

Request Ofter /| Assessment | Question Blame
b {lnvite 1 B .
Second Tun o e

. LExpected
Preferred | Acceptance | Acceptance | Agreement | answer i Denial
Unexpected
Dispreferred | Refusal Refusal Disagreement | Answer or | Admission
Non/answer

There is a further dimension in the
sequences  which  form  part of
adjacency pairs. As a result, it
sometimes  happens  that  the
adjacency pair structure can be
distrupted by an insertion sequence.
It is a piece of conversational
activity with its own structure (Mc
Carthy, 1991:122).Yule (1996:78)
gives a simple definition for the
insertion sequence as it is one
adjacency pair within another".

For demonstration, although the
expressions used may be question ~
answer sequences, other forms of
social actions are also accomplished
within this pattern. For example,
making a question between the pair
request-acceptance seems to
function as a condition on the
acceptance being provided.
However, Shiffrin  (1987:3)
regards the pause and the delay to
answer or communicate is an
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the adjacency pairs format is that
they  provide a  normative
framework by which next actions
are understood.

In conclusion, adjacency pairs
system is one of the fundamental
units of conversation and structure.

2.2. Preference System

Sometimes  the
adjacency pairs fallows the criteria
that given a first part of the pair, a
second part is immediately relevant
and expectable. If such a second
fails to occur, it is noticeably
absent, and if some other first part
occurs in its place and that will be
heard where possible as  some
preliminary to the doing of the
second part, the relevance of which
is not lifted until # is dircctly
attended to or aborted by the
anpounced failure to provide some
preliminary action. Yule (1996:79)
holds that adjacency pairs display

certain  agreement  between  the
participants,  for  demonstation,

accepting a request is structurally
more likely than a refusal, this is
called preference  system. It
classificd  second  parts  into
preferred and  dispreferred  social
acts.

Pomerantz (1984:33) defines
preference system in conversational
analysis terms as the formate for
agreement which is labeled as the
preferred action turn shape and

notion  of

Renkema (1993: 112)
describes this system as having a
conditional relationship  to  the
sequences of a convseration, 1.e.,
onc utterance has a role
determining the subsequent
utterances or at least in raising
expectations concerning its
contents.  Stenstorm  (1994: 2)
assuces that the pairs occur for
different actions. These include not
only request for information , but
also greeting , (Hi, Hi ), farewells
(Bye , Bye ), offers , ( Have some
cakes , Thanks ), orders ( sit down,
yes - sir ) , and apologies { Sorry ,
oh . that is okay ). They are used
for even the simplest exchanges of
information (I've got a job
Have you? ).

In conversation, adjacency
nextness, (Schegloff, 1968: 184)
plays a central role in sequentian
organization. Next turns, for
example, arc strategic position in
which partiecs to talk - in-
interaction may react to what
another has said or done.

Moreover, Renkema {1993:
243) regards adjacency as two
subsequent utterances constituting a
conversational  cxchange.  Each
sentence of the pair is characterized

by its type of illocutionary
intention.  The first part s a
summon, and the second is a

reaction o that summon. Heritage
(1984: 22) holds that one impact ol
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require greetings , and so
on .

In fact, Levinson(1983: 309)

puts a rule govering the use of

adjacency pairs, namely:
Having produced a first
part of some pair,
current speaker must
stop talking , and
next  speaker
produce at that part
a second part to the
same pair

miist

Coulthard (1985 : 69) assurcs
that there is a class of first pair parts
which includes questions , greeting |
offers ,requests , complaints
invitations , an assessment , for
some {irst pair paits , the scond pair
part is the same ( greeting
greeting ) , for same , there is only

appropriate sccond (question -
answer ) , for some , more than onc
( complaints , progody

justification ) .

Schegloft and Sacks (1973:
289) describe the adjacency pairs as
having two parts, the first part is a
proposal, and the second is the
uptake of that proposal. This means
that they are produced by different
speakers and the occurance of the
second part is a condition to the first
part.

terms of taking and giving turns to
gach other (ibid .:44) .

According to  Crystal(1985:
7)sociolinguistically, adjacency
pairs system is a term used in
analyzing conversational
interactions to refer to a single
stimulus — plus- response used by
the participants. They have been
analyzed in trems of their role in
initiating, maintaining and closing
conversation {c.g., the various
conventions ol greeting, leave
taking, topic -- change), it has been
suggested as  an  important
methodological concept in
investigating the ethnography of
communication .

Levinson

(1983:  303)

considers adjacency pairs system as

onc local management organization
i conversation. He presents a
simple definition for this system as

"sequences of two utterances"
which ~ have  the  following
characteristics:
(1) adjacent
(i1) produced by different
speakers
(i)  ordered as a first part
and a second part
(iv) typed, so that a
particular  first  part
requires a  particular
second  ,e.g., oflers
‘require acceptance or
rejection  ,  greetings
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pairs are important because they
"steer us"  towards a  good
understanding of a given answer,
the question 1S relevant.
Nonetheless, conversation is much
more just combining pairs in

sequences. Adjacency is a case of

coherent sequencing, but not all
sequencing needs to be defined
strictly in terms of adjacency.

Coulthard (1985:70) considers
the adjacency pairs the basic
structural units in  conversation,
They are used for opening and
closing conversation.

The current speaker can select
which participant will speak next
either by naming him or by alluding

to him with a descriptive phrase .11

the current speaker selects the next
speaker; he usually also selects the
type of the next utterance by
producing the first part ol an
adjacency pair, for example, a
question which constrains  the
selected speaker to produce an
appropriate answer (ibid.: 60).

Usually,a person uses a
greeting and introduce
himself’herself when he/she begins
a conversation with another one.
This is the key to study this system
in English.

Moves in a conversation arc

made up of acts and moves

themselves occupied the structure of

exchanges. In this account, the
structure of moves is described in

virture of our prior understanding of
what is involved in the performance
of illocutionary acts; and that we
acquire this understanding, just as
we acquire our understanding of
how deixis operates, by engaging in
communicative acts and learning
how particular lapguage —system
conventionalizes the means of
referring  to ourselves  ,  our
addressees and other components of
the situation of utterance .

One of the most outstanding
components of conversation is its
organization of adjacency pairs and
the preference system. The present
resecarch is devoted to making an
account ol this system.

2. Adjacency and Preference
Systems

2.1. Adjacency Pairs System

Adjacency is usually defined
as having to do with the
illocutionary charcter (type) of the
adjacency pair. However , for
discourse to be coherent , il is not
enough , or even necessary that an
utierance and its predecessor or
successor , combined into an
adjacency pair abide by the strict
rules formulated by the
conversation analysts and based on
an orthodox speech act
interpretation of the utterances in
question (Mey, 1990: 248) .

(May 249) agrees with
[.evinson (1983) admitting that
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| By
Jenan Atiya Muftin
Assisstant Lecturer
Abstract -
In any conversation, many utterances are produced to be related to
each other to make one coherent unit. Many utterances are directed at
eliciting particular responses. For example, confrontations generally
require apologies, counter — complaints or denial of responsibility. Such
natural two-part system called is adjacency pair.

Adjacency pairs system can be considered so fundamental in
organizing conversation that this system tries to analyze its turns and their
effect grammatically, pragmatically, and in discourse analysis. In addition,
this system cannot be separated from preference system since the latter is
concerned with the illuctionary force of the turns (pairs).

This study has two parts; the first is the theoretical which deals with
the concept of adjacency pairs system,its definition,and its parts etc. The
second is the practical which is devoted to analyzing a religious text taken
from the Glorious Quran - Taha Sura with a complete analysis of its verses

concerning this system . This choice is because of this sura’s richness with

the most common kinds of that system. It aims to find out the most
outstanding characteristics of adjacency pairs system and what is related
like to it like preference system and non-vocal elements operated in this
sura.

the lives and interests of the
interlocutors themselves. In
addition, the interlocutors share the
same physical and temporal context
and often share extensive personal
background knowledge.

L. Introduction

Conversation is one type of
registers i English. I s
grammatically characterized by a
frequent use of the first person
pronouns. Conversation is spoken,

Lyons (1970:780) assimilates
the performative function of verbs
of saying to their descriptive
function, rather than to assume that
we come to know the sense and
denotation of verbs of saying by

directly interactive, and arguably
the most basic form of human
communication. Although
conversational parterners can have a
range of communicative purposes,
the topics usually involve a focus on
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