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Using examples from audio and video recorded everyday conversations the paper will discuss levels of
shared understanding in interaction. It will merge the theory of Cognitive Grammar (Langacker 2008) with
the method of Conversation Analysis (see Schegloff 2006), and propose that grammar provides means
for constituting intersubjective understanding of the referential world as well as of the on-going speech
situation in interaction. The paper will pay particular attention to the construals of the speech situation i.e.
the ground that are provided by grammar. It will suggest that analyzing data from naturally occurring
interactions will give insight as to what is involved in intersubjective understanding in different types of
activities.

The activity in the focus of the paper is third party assessments in everyday interaction. In the
conversation analytic tradition, assessments are viewed as inherently affective activity sequences with
which participants in a conversation negotiate positive or negative stances towards states of affairs,
persons or groups of people. With assessments, participants create a sense of sharedness concerning
experiences in the world (Goodwin & Goodwin 1992), and negotiate entitlement to experiences and affect
(Heritage 2011; Lindstréom & Sorjonen in press). The paper will focus on assessments that concern non-
present persons or groups, and discuss the everyday micro-mechanisms in and through which social
relationships, images of ‘self’, ‘us’ and ‘the others’ are construed and evaluated. The focus will be on
grammatical organizations of the speech situation (ground): how the linguistic structures used for
assessments position the participants of a conversation, e.g., as co-evaluator, as having direct/indirect
access to the experience, as having/not having equal rights to evaluate.

In discussing both, the on-line construal of intersubjective understanding between the participants
of an interaction, and the linguistic means by which the on-line construal of intersubjective understanding
is achieved, the paper approaches intersubjectivity from two perspectives: as an inherent human
property, and as an interactional achievement. It will conclude that grammar can be understood as a
product, a means for, and as a manifestation of human intersubjectivity.
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