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Introduction

This paper examines the ways in which reconciliation and moral accountability are accomplished in the social organisation of remembering. Our analysis is based on a corpus of interviews with World War 2 British veterans who were prisoners of war in the Far East.  During their period of captivity they worked to build the Thai-Burma Railway before transfer to a copper mine in Japan. Some 50 years later in 1992 they participated in a “reconciliation trip” to Japan. We examine the way participants claim and demonstrate the impact of that return visit to Japan on their post war lives. We are particularly interested in the discursive organisation of redemption narratives where people make claim to crucial experiences and events as the basis of changed views on the impact of war time experiences. Reconciliation becomes studiable as a social practice configured in communicative action where both the past and the future is at issue. Thus the notion of reconciliation is not constituted as if it were oriented to a pre-given mental concept of what needs to be reconciled from a troubled past. Nor is it simply a matter of participation in activities ostensibly focused on commemorative practices purposefully designed to afford reconciliation. It is studiable as an interactive accomplishment configured in the way people make relevant moral accountabilities in interdependencies of experience as personally and publicly relevant. The present analysis is therefore part of a larger concern with what it is to remember events and experiences of W.W.II and what people do with memories of the war and post-war life experiences. 

Narratives of experience:  discursively accomplished moral accountability 

Our analytical task is to look at how narrative descriptions of events and the consequences of return to Japan are used to accomplish moral accountabilities. Drew (1998) suggests that detailing in people’s accounts often relates to moral accountability, in which descriptions are designed to address moral issues in people’s experiences and are deployed by the participants to do moral work occasioned in the talk. We are interested in the ways in which people confront and evaluate the morality of conduct, whether their own, or that of nonpresent others in terms of the interdependencies of experience as personally and publicly relevant. We are not asserting that such moral evaluations are necessarily an explicit and intentional concern of interviewees. In the work on people's way of making complaints, Drew (op. cit.) discusses how morality is often implicit in account-giving and other forms of everyday naturally occurring talk concerning the accountability of conduct. The moral work may be managed through descriptions in account of actions, for the descriptions are designed for specific and local interactional purposes. Of course at other times morality may become the explicit topic of conversations—notably when co-participants are evaluating, and particularly complaining about, the conduct of others.” We examine its ways in which experience narratives
 produced in interaction works to accomplish moral accountability of people’s action in the remembered events and experiences.

Reconciliation as discursive accomplishment

Existing studies on reconciliation in particular with the South African past look at reconciliation as “a real closing of the ledger book of the past” and “an ending of the divisive cycle of accusation, denial and counter-accusation; not a forgetting of these accusations and counter-accusations, but more a settling of them through a process of evaluation” (Asmal, et al., 1997, p. 47). Their focus is placed on veracity and accuracy of the status of what’s been produced as history with the assumption that what it is to reconcile with past misconduct and wrongdoing of the other is a complete resolution of the conflict. 

Accordingly, the notion of reconciliation is treated as a category of concept that demands the corrigibility (i.e., the putting right) of 'false histories.'  It establishes the ethical ground for acknowledgement of the wrong doings of the perpetrators and demands re-evaluation by them. Reconciliation is therefore positioned as a mental category implying a resolution of conflict between different perceptions regarding such resolution purges past wrongs. People face “unwelcome truths in order to harmonise incommensurable world views so that inevitable and continuing conflicts and differences stand at least within a single universe of comprehensibility.” As so defined, reconciliation is a psychological matter and its moral objective is to  renounce the past evil and “make good again” (p. 46). 

However, in such an approach to reconciliation as resolution of conflict and indictment of the evil, the study of reconciliation itself becomes part of the reflexive judicial process of evaluating what is constructed (and reconstructed) as history. The present analysis of narrative aims to show how reconciliation is accomplished discursively as social practice. Our position on reconciliation is not one where resolution conflict is imposed or driven by a psychological concept of what needs to be reconciled from a troubled past. Rather, it is concerned with how people claim and establish the moral probity of present and future significances of what they recall in providing accounts of events and experiences as both individually and collectively relevant.

Rhetorical organisation of narratives of moral accountability 

In order to elucidate how moral accountability is managed in what may termed a 'narrative of redemption', we discuss the ways in which personal and collective significances of the past are claimed and reconfigured in the sequential organisation of talk. In our analysis of this interactive sequencing we go beyond the distinction between the speaker and the hearer. Such a distinction does not account sufficiently for how multiple 'roles' and positions
 used by participants in conversational interaction (Goffman, 1981). Goffman describes such multiple alignments in terms of "footing". Footing occurs when “participant’s alignment, or set, or stance, or posture, or projected self is somehow at issue (Goffman, 1981, p. 128). A change in footing implies a change in the alignment we take up to ourselves and the other present as expressed in the way we manage the production or reception of an utterance.

In this paper we are particularly interested in how footing shifts are achieved through the use of direct reported speech in conversation, i.e., reproducing the words of another uttered on a former occasion - exemplified in shift in intonation, the short inbreath, the pronoun, and the deixis (Holt, 1996). Reported speech involves a complex rhetorical working of multiple footings, positions and selves being put to use.

We examine how use of direct reported speech (hereafter DRS) enhances the rhetorical power of footing as a discursive device. DRS is an effective and economical narrative device because it allows the speaker to portray utterances “as they occurred,” thus avoiding the need for glossing or summarise (Holt, 1996). DRS also enables the speaker to give recipients access to the utterance in question, allowing them to “witness” it for themselves and so giving an air of 'objectivity' giving perspective into how the quotation displays the attitude or stance of the reported speaker (Holt, 1996). By reproducing the “original” utterances, speakers provide interactional access to the past, giving recipients with resources to assess and evaluate the experience of the speaker and the reported characters in the narrative. DRS therefore provides interactional access attitudes and ideologies of past actions and experiences.

Issues and participants

We traced and contacted all surviving veterans who had participated in return visit to Japan. The ex-POWs were captured at the time of Fall of Singapore
 and had worked in the Thai-Burma Railway from 1942 to June 1943 in captivity by the Japanese army. They then were transferred to work in a copper mine in central Japan till the end of the war in August 1945. In autumn of 1992, forty-seven years later upon the release from the captivity, they returned to Japan on a reconciliation trip for the first. This visit provided these veterans not only with access to the places and people in Japan, but also enabled them to renew contacts with fellow veterans. Interviews were conducted both with individuals and groups of veterans and their spouses. A total of 11 out of 14 veterans traced agreed to participate in the interviews. The interviews were mostly conducted in domestic settings.  

The interview questions are directed not to war per se but participation in the reconciliation trip. The issue here is not whether they have reconciled with the wartime past, nor what has been reconciled as an outcome of the reconciliation trip. Rather, we are interested in what participants say about their current position in relation to the wartime experiences and how they claim the impact of such experiences on their post war lives. Such claims make visible when they establish particular versions of the past as relevant in demonstrating their entitlements to their current positions. Our particular analytic focus is on the interactive accomplishment of moral accountability in redemption narratives that claim to illustrate the consequences of having participated in reconciliation activities. We illustrate the use of specific devices in the rhetorical organisation of such redemption narratives, i.e., the ways in which personal significance of the past are claimed and reconfigured through, scene setting, and footing in reported speech. In examining the ways in which personal significance of the past are claimed and reconfigured, we focus on the rhetorical organisation of footing, reported speech, and language of “the other”. For the purposes of this paper we focus on one particular interview.

Analysis of extract

The following extract is a story told by a participant, an ex-POW in the group interview. As a context to keep in mind, this particular story was told after the speaker shared with the rest of the participants an episode of a little reunion with his old mates at the Heathrow airport on the day of their departure for Japan on the reconciliation trip.  He said "that this reunion put him on the road to reconciliation” after having experienced old camaraderie at the airport. 

Extract

F:
I was in Battersea Park some years ago, after


the war, ten years after the war and I’m sitting 


out in the open air with a cup of tea at the table and

two little children running around in front of me and I said to myself, “oh my god, is that Japanese.” Because they could be Chinese or Thai, 

K:
hum

F:
you know what I mean, but to me they were Japanese I thought. I didn’t have to wonder very long, because just behind me (there’s) somebody calling out “Oi, koi.” Right? "come here" or

K:
hum

F:
yes?, I thought I know that. That means 'come here', or means 'come back'. I half reluctantly turned around and {at} the next table behind me was a Japanese man and woman. They all got up and they went down, stood by the lake. And this is the story. He took a picture of his wife and two children. She came and took a picture of him and the two children. And me being, I don’t use the camera and all that, but what I would normally do in a case like that, and I have done it many times, I would go out and say and “Excuse me, do you mind if, would you like me to take a photograph of all of you?” 

K:
Yes. 

F
I half got up and I thought “°No why should I.°” And I regretted that. I regretted it. But some years later, when I was over at Yoko’s place in [Place Name], a Japanese man, lady, doctor?

M:
Hiro?

F:
and the two children they came and they stood on the stairs by Yoko’s room there and I took a photograph with my camera then. I thought perhaps I’ve been redeemed at last. (ha ha ha) You know that’s a little thing.

K:
Yes.

Entitlements to experience in accounting for change 

At first glance, this account may seem nothing more than an everyday occurrence of taking photographs at two different times. However, detailed analysis allows us to unpack and explicate relevant issues in the social organisation of reconciliation in remembering. We can examine how entitlements to the consequences of experience are worked up and made relevant in the account as a story. The account provides a symmetry of action, in which we see the speaker’s photo-taking experiences in two different occasions - before and after the reconciliation trip. His "story" claims to mark a change of attitude toward the Japanese people and a new perspective that Freddy now possesses. It captures a moment when Freddy claims his realisation in which the war-time incarceration had prohibited him for all these years from being a person that he thinks he normally is, in this case, an agreeable person who would stand up and offer to take a picture for someone in a public place.  

Claiming vs. Showing 
We can examine how his "story" works a stronger claim of reconciliation rather than simply claiming that “I have reconciled.”  We argue that it has to do with the identity work that the speaker is doing discursively. This is constituted in the organisation of the talk and telling of the narrative account. This narrative was produced in response to questions involving the speaker’s position and its change due to the activity of participating in the reconciliation trip. The narrative serves not only to claim the speaker’s position on “reconciliation,” but also to show how that position was adopted in the telling of the second narrative. Sacks (1992) addresses the  interactional significance of telling the second story as follows:  "What is it a story about, by virtue of the fact that it's between those two? Stories are 'about' - have to do with - the people who are telling them and hearing them" (Sacks, 1992, pp. 767-8).  

In terms of the second story, the speaker’s narrative demonstrates his claim to reconciliation. In so doing, it shows what reconciliation means to him without having to explicitly define what it is to reconcile with the war time past. Furthermore, the significance of the story and its implication to reconciliation are made available to the recipients who were hearing the story. The actual telling and sharing of the narrative with the interview participants allow them to experience the change and how that change of position occurred with respect to reconciliation. The speaker’s change of attitude toward the Japanese was made available not through overtly claiming a position of change, but through the implication generated from the narrative account of the photo-taking events as in an interactional phenomenon. We will now look in detail how this is accomplished

Vivid descriptions - scene setting

The story begins with a detailed description of where and when the unveiling story took place.  The first few lines of descriptions (lines 1-4) are so called “scene-setting” (Buchanan & Middleton, 1995) and "vivid descriptions" (Edwards & Potter, 1992). They work as preface formulating a place and time of the event at issue has a general relevance to the war. “I was in Battersea Park” (in line 1) gives a specific location of the event which took place; the time expression, “some years ago, after the war, ten years after the war” (in lines 1-2) introduces the idea that what was about to happen in the account is not simply a past event, but also it is set in the post-war period, that is not immediately after the war.  This possibly orients to that the unfolding event is a residual, lapsed effect of the war. Following the preface, the use of the present-progressive tense of the copula and the verb in line 2, "I’m sitting in the open air," signals the beginning of storied events and actions.  This utterance of the narration invites the recipients to the storied beginning in the speaker's retrospective recounting of the event.  Rich and vivid descriptions of the scene in scene setting works for the speaker and the recipients to experience the narrative event together. 

Social nature of reported speech - footing

This scene is populated by 'characters'. The use of the first person, "I" in line 1 and line 2 are qualitatively different. Whereas the first 'I' (line 1) is identified as the speaker that is placing the specifically remembered past (by location and time marker) in a time frame from the footing of the narrator/animator, the latter ‘I’ (line 2) is the work of footing of the actor/protagonist within the narrative that is already defined as the event in the past. Furthermore, this distinction is supported by another dimension of linguistic distinction, that is, between tense (“I was in the Battersea Park”) of placing the event in the frame and aspect of “I’m sitting out,” that is the action of sitting was on-going at the framed past of "I was in Battersea Park." 

One of the most robust effects of footing and its shifts in this narrative is accomplished through the use of reported speech. The speaker adopts footing shifts from two different positions in the way he talks about the past. Such footings were shaped by his world view and understanding of how the world is at a given time in his post-war life. In other words, we examine how the speaker express misalignments created from a change of position from one point to another in his past. The narrative provides an example of the speaker’s recognised misalignment from his normativity and the re-alignment of his position from the previous one. The speaker addresses his position as the speaker-in-the-present and talks about the position of the speaker-in-the-past. The dialogic voices in the reported speech produced in the narrative are constitutive of the speaker’s different positions situated at two different occasions in the past in encounters with the Japanese -- “ten years after the war” (in line 2) and “some years later, when I was over at Yoko’s
 house” (lines 24-25).The speaker’s identities were situated in two different times of the past in his post-war life. The utterance of “Oh, my god, is that Japanese” (line 5)  signals the speaker’s perturbation with the presence of the Japanese in the park. It is a form of recognition that what he was seeing at the park was a potential trouble, and the trouble was anticipated from the position of Freddy-in-the-past.

The utterance marks the speaker's awareness of the potential trouble. He then immediately undermines such a first-hand judgement. Why? Because the recipients could come back and easily point out the judgement as hastily formulated, mistaken or even biased and not being backed up with a valid proof. So, he manages such a possibility precisely by nominating other candidate nationality category (lines 6) "because they could be Chinese or Thai". This attends to, in discursive analytic terms, the recipient design of what is being said. In other words, this utterance is designed for those hearing the story, the recipients. With rhetorical mobilisation of recipient design, he establishes rationality of his initial judgement, hedging a comment from the recipients, especially two Japanese participants present at the interview (i.e., the informant and the interviewer). It is precisely this voice of rationality that is narrating the story. The narrative produced is occasioned at the present, the time of the interview. So, let us call this voice Freddy-in-the-present for the sake of the argument.

The speaker interactionally manages a possible danger of being biased or lacking a sufficient ground for rational judgement, while seeking the Japanese participants’ understanding, when Freddy says “you know what I mean” (line 8) to the rest of the interview participants. Yet he maintains his original judgement, implying that there is a sufficient basis as he attests to his subjective view of the world then “to me they were Japanese" (line 8) as it implies the severity of the impact that he experienced from the encounter with the Japanese family.  The sequence of these utterances conveys a magnitude of this encounter and an extremity of perturbation, which were formulated ironically from a quite ordinary experience of seeing a Japanese family in the park.  It is not the experience of seeing the Japanese family itself that caused him emotional aggravation, but rather the evocative power of the present experience that brings back the speaker to a particular problematic past.  Put differently, a particular past was made at issue and problematised as a consequence of the present experience. 

Moral accountability in reported speech

In lines 10 onward the overheard utterance, “Oi, koi” is provided as the confirmatory assurance that he was in fact in front of the Japanese people "they were Japanese I thought I didn’t have to wo-wonder very long because it’s just behind me (there’s) somebody calling out “Oi, koi.” (lines 8-10). The reported speech of this Japanese phrase is a strong form of imperative, the English equivalent of “[Hey] you! Come [here]!” This Japanese term directly positions Freddy in the time when it was used. For Freddy, it is the language of the camp, invoking a notion of his lived experience of oppression and incarceration in which the language of this kind was routinely used. His “half” reluctance in turning around (in line 13) clearly signals that this is a deeply problematic situation for him.

In the following description in line 14 onward, the reporting of the Japanese husband and wife reciprocal photo-taking provides the circumstances as to how his anticipated problem was made to be reprehensible for his standard of conduct. The next few lines from line 17 explicate his code of conduct formulated as side comment and hypothetical internal dialogue/self talk (in lines 18-21) “I would normally do in a case like that, and I have done it  many times, I would go out and say and 'Excuse me, do you mind if, would you like me to take a photograph of all of you?'”). He is normally somebody who would offer his assistance, despite not being skilful in photography ("I don’t use the camera and all that" in line 18). Indeed he reports this as something that he has done many times. However Freddy as an altruistic person who routinely gives unsolicited assistances is challenged. He reports himself as half way into his routine act of kindness which is curtailed. Here, what he considers normal in his social relations with others is questioned in line 23 “'˚no, why should I˚'”.

This voice of aversion conveys his resistance to the possible action of kindness (i.e., to offer to take a photo). Here a conflict of two voices (Freddy-in-the-park and Freddy as a moral being) was occasioned at this perturbed encounter with the Japanese. We can plausibly infer that hearing the language of the camp invoked the speaker’s war-time experience of captivity. It then prevented him from being a kind person he thinks he normally is. The remembered war-time past was made available at that very moment by way of seeing the Japanese and hearing a particular term of oi, koi.

It is the way in which the significance of the speaker’s present experience was reconfigured by the speaker’s past experience, which works to legitimise his failure of action as Buttny (1993) puts it, “[T]here is a changeable and negotiable character to the significance of events. Seemingly problematic events can be retrospectively reconfigured through interactants’ ascriptions and redefinitions. Accounts, then, can be viewed as the use of language to interactionally construct preferred meaning for problematic events” (p. 21). Here, the notion of interactional construction is not restricted to conversations and dialogues in terms of multiple interlocutors taking turns and define (and redefine) meanings of the events, but also in terms of how the varying footings (or positions or perspectives) were employed as the discursive devices such as footing, footing shifts, and reported speech, and temporally associated voices that the speaker handles in this extract. This is what occasions and entitles him to claim regret for his actions ("I regretted it" in line 24).  

Displaying interdependencies of public and private relevance of the past

This is a missed opportunity for Freddy, personally. Furthermore, Freddy pronounced his regret as he moralised his past failure of action in public, in this case, in two relational ways. One way is in a relation in which Freddy-now acknowledges the failing of the Freddy-in-the-park to act to his standard of conduct. The other is in an interactional relation between the teller and the recipient of the narrative by way of the interview. In other words, the telling of this narrative makes this missed opportunity both personally and publicly significant for Freddy-now and the interview participants.  His moral character in respect to  a right way to act to a situation vis-à-vis the Japanese was made available in the telling of the narrative and its significance of the events was made relevant discursively to the recipients. Moreover, the fact that he told this story has added significance at the time when the narrative was told to the recipients that include two Japanese participants. Freddy’s acknowledgement and admission of the past failure of action to the Japanese was made doubly important.

Reconciliation in re-configuring the past 

The speaker’s unexpected encounter with the Japanese and hearing the language of the camp invoke the speaker’s troubled past. The experience in the camp during the war made him the person whom he would not even approve of under the normal circumstances and everyday situations such as this. Otherwise, it would have been a place for him to demonstrate his virtue by freely offering help to strangers in a public setting. The speaker’s profound sense of regret is evident in the repeated quietly uttered “I regretted that” (in lines 23-24).

The speaker’s narrative becomes complete with a parallel episode of the recent past, in which he had a similar encounter with a Japanese family in another public setting and the opportunity of taking pictures of the family arose. The description of the encounter and the setting goes to show that Freddy has now accepted a presence of the Japanese into his life. At this another encounter the situation could have been more distressing for Freddy-in-the-past who was invited at a Japanese person’s home for a party, introduced to a Japanese family and took a picture using his own camera.  However, he then behaved in line with what he would normally do without experiencing animosities or perturbation. This implies that the person who took a picture was no longer the same Freddy. Freddy’s changed position and attitude toward Japanese people is displayed discursively.  The ensuing Freddy’s uptake of the narrative in line 29 “perhaps I was finally redeemed” conveys his restored moral sensibility formulated in the narrated events as a consequence of the professed change of position that took place in Freddy’s life. It elevates the narratives of two events at two different times to a moral tale of personal redemption from the troubled past.

Conclusion 

The narrative itself does not have a particular moral angle as a priori  feature as it was told. Significance, meanings and implications of the narrative can be formulated, developed, expanded and elaborated in a myriad of ways. It is within the local interaction that conversational turns and uptakes of the participants determines a narrative trajectory of the events and moralises the transformation from Freddy’s failure of the first action into  subsequent triumph over his experienced difficulty (i.e., how Freddy handled those two events). In this respect the narrative of the events works to be a context which helps shape the participants’ subsequent turns and rhetorical moves in the interaction. It is the speaker’s update of the narrated events with which the speaker’s personal redemption was declared to and accepted among the recipients. The speakers redemption is not an inherent, pre-designed, emblematic element of the story in terms of narrative structure and content. This is a significant point as to how narratives contributes to the notion of communicative practices of reconciliation.

The telling of Freddy’s redemption in the form of narrative is the locus of moral work and a notion of redemption is worked up rather than being a pre-given heading of the narrative. Nor is moral sensibility precursor to fixed features of the narrative. No single conceptual moral principle and definition of right and wrong in human conduct guide what are the consequence of reconciliation with the Japanese and the war-time past. In this interview setting where the narrative was produced, the participant(s) themselves took the opportunity to allow the moral work of redemption to happen as an interactive accomplishment with discursive resource such as speaker’s mobilisation of experience narrative and the recipients participation in joint-work of morality, in this case Freddy’s redemption. 

One of the analytic implications of this narrative are the  different footings that the speaker adopted in the telling of the narrative.  Such an intricate working of footings show how the change happened when the speaker reconfigured the past action as failure and then took up a similar following opportunity to re-work on the failure of the past action.  The interview setting provided an interactional opportunity for the speaker to address a mismatch of alignments (different positions: Freddy-in-the-past and Freddy-now) concerning having a perturbed reaction and negative attitude toward the Japanese. Individual claims to a past experiences are made collectively-publicly relevant through the deployment of remembering as a discursive issue (Middleton, 1997, p. 396). The self-talk and the telling of it work to warrant the speaker’s position, Freddy-in-the-past, accounting for why he could not act the way he normally would. 

The self talk in the form of reported speech in this extract is not represented as a verbatim account of the past.  Instead, it works to be a discursive resource, for the speaker to do moral work of redemption. The reconciliation trip afforded the opportunity for him to discursively re-work his war experiences and their impact on a post-war life. This narrative of redemption claims and warrants the changed position, but it is done in such a way that his position was re-formulated and reconfigured interactionally, moment-by-moment, in a local context.  Reconciliation becomes studiable, as an on-going communicative practice of revisiting and making sense of the past that is continually re-addressed and re-configured.   
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Abstract

This paper examines the ways in which reconciliation and moral accountability are accomplished in the social organisation of remembering. Our analysis is based on a corpus of interviews with World War 2 British veterans who were prisoners of war in the Far East.  During their period of captivity they worked to build the Thai-Burma Railway before transfer to a copper mine in Japan. Some 50 years later in 1992 they participated in a “reconciliation trip” to Japan. We discuss the way participants claim and demonstrate the impact of that return to Japan on their post war lives. We are particularly interested in the discursive organisation of redemption narratives where people make claim to crucial experiences and events as the basis of changed views on the impact of war time experiences. In examining the ways in which personal significance of the past are claimed and reconfigured we focus on the rhetorical organisation of footing and reported speech. Reconciliation becomes studiable as a social practice configured in communicative action where both the past and the future is at issue. Thus the notion of reconciliation is not constituted as if it were oriented to a pre-given mental concept of what needs to be reconciled from a troubled past. Nor is it simply a matter of participation in activities ostensibly focused on commemorative practices purposefully designed to afford reconciliation. It is studiable as an interactive accomplishment configured in the way people make relevant moral accountabilities in interdependencies of experience as personally and publicly relevant. 

� Schrager (1983) proposes a term “experience” narrative in referring to what is produced in the talk for oral history rather than “personal" narrative.  Whereas personal narratives emphasise what is unique to an individual.  Experience narratives embrace a notion of social relations within which the narratives are told and shared. It sustains an analytical focus on what is in between the person and the group. In other words it concerns the interdependencies of experience as individually and socially relevant (Middleton, 1997).


� Davis and Harré (1990) introduce the notion of "positioning" in their critique of 'role' as an analytical concept in the studies of selfhood.


� It chronicles the December 8, 1941, invasion of Singapore by Japan and the subsequent battles that culminated in the British surrender on February 15, 1942. 


� Yoko is a Japanese expatriate who was part of the initial contacts that the former POWs had and was a chief member of the committee who organised the reconciliation trip.  






