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The effectiveness of AIDS prevention messages depends not just on the content of the messages, but also on how they are delivered and the identities that those who deliver them claim for themselves and impute onto their targets. Because of the stigma associated with HIV infection, claims and imputations of identity in HIV/AIDS education and counseling always involve the risk of invoking what Goffman (1963) calls ‘spoiled identities’. Leap (1990, 1995) has noted, for example, how in HIV counseling sessions participants choose features of grammar and discourse to create as much discursive distance as possible between themselves and the virus, and Silverman and Perakyla (Silverman 1994, 1997; Silverman and Perakyla 1990), studying similar counseling situations, have shown how even subtle interactional features like pauses, hedges, and the structure of turn taking act as tools with which participants control the imputation and assumption of identities or ‘risk’ and ‘safety’. 
This research note considers the interactional demands of an act of AIDS education which, although seemingly simple, is in many ways even more complex than the HIV counseling sessions discussed above: the act of handing an AIDS prevention pamphlet to people in a public place. Whereas in more formal HIV counseling sessions participants  generally have a longer time to do their interactional business, targets of the intervention are there on a voluntary basis, and the interaction takes place on the ‘turf’ of the expert, in instances of handing a piece of information to someone on the street, in a bar, or in similar ‘outreach' situations, the expert is generally off of his or her ‘turf’, and the relationship between participants does not come ‘ready made’, but must be negotiated within a very narrow window of opportunity that may last for only a few seconds. 
In the first issue of The Journal of Sociolinguistics, Ron Scollon (1997) explored the way people hand objects and texts to others on the streets of Hong Kong, arguing that an examination of the practice of ‘handing’ in public places allows us ‘to develop a closer analysis of the interpretative processes by which strangers impute, claim, ratify or contest publicly available identities’ (41). As Scollon points out, the ways identities are managed in such moments of social practice depends on the way participants ‘frame’ what they are doing (Bateson 1972; Goffman 1974; Tannen 1983) and ‘position’ themselves (Davies and Harre 1990) within those frames. 
‘Framing’ involves both establishing or ratifying ‘primary frameworks’ (Bateson 1972) through which participants signal the activity being engaged in, and managing the ‘interactive frames’ through which they signal their moment by moment alignment with each other (Goffman 1974). In Scollon’s (1997) analysis, the negotiation and ratification of social identity in the act of handing in public places is governed by multiple frames determined by the social situation, regulations regarding public order and the nature of the object being handed. Each frame has its own set of actions that are permitted, normal, and appropriate and signal actors’ rights to be doing what they are doing where and when they are doing it. 
Related to ‘framing’ is what Davies and Harré (1990) refer to as ‘positioning’, the roles participants take up in the ongoing ‘storyline’ of the interaction. Davies and Harré define positioning as:  

the discursive process whereby selves are located in conversations as observably and subjectively coherent participants in jointly produced storylines. By giving people parts in a story, whether it be explicit or implicit, a speaker makes available a subject position which the other speaker in the normal course of events would take up. (para. 18)

Like ‘frames’, ‘storylines’, always have multiple levels, including the story of the immediate interaction, the story of the history of interactions between or among the same participants, and larger cultural storylines (Carbaugh 1999; Jones 2001b), the community or society’s histories of ‘this kind of interaction’ between or among ‘these kinds of people’. And just like frames, storylines and the positions they make available have associated with them various procedural rules regarding such things as behavior, the proper sequence of actions, speaking rights and turn taking. 
The procedural rules of both frames and positions grow up within communities of practice (Lave and Wenger 1992), and it is in part through enacting knowledge of these rules that participants show themselves to be legitimate members of these communities. Thus, in acts of handing in public places, an instance of public discourse such as a advertisement, a condom, or a packet of tissues becomes a tool for the claims and imputations of identity through which, as Scollon (1997: 44) writes, individuals ‘go about the quotidian reproduction of their community of practice.’ 
  One thing that complicates such public acts of handing, however, (and most other public acts as well) is that they typically require participants to take up multiple positions within multiple, overlapping frames, each with different sets of procedural rules. What often determines the ‘success’ of public acts of handing is participants’ ability to manage this interperformativity (Scollon 1997), to skillfully shift from frame to frame and from position to position. 

The acts of handing examined in this research note are ones in which the demands for skillful interperformativity are particularly acute. The setting is a park in Beijing in 1996. Potential recipients of the materials are men who have sex with men, many of them for money, in search of potential partners (or, as they refer to it, ‘fishing’). The ‘hander’ is not a public health worker, but an ‘unofficial’ AIDS prevention ‘activist’, and the materials he is distributing are not domestically produced or approved by the Chinese health authorities, but instead pamphlets designed especially for gay men, produced by an NGO in Hong Kong, which include explicit images of men having sex.         

AIDS Prevention Among Gay Men in China

In recent years, with increased emphasis by the government on AIDS prevention and control (Plafker 2001; Zheng 2002) and a more accepting stance towards homosexuality (Feng 2001; Wan 2001b), men who have sex with men in China have had increasing opportunities to encounter AIDS prevention messages through social gatherings at bars and discos, telephone hotlines providing peer counseling (Beijing Comrades Hotline 1999) and internet web sites (see for example Guangzhou Comrade 2000). In 1996, however, the opportunities for AIDS education among this population were severely constrained both by official reluctance to address the issue of homosexuality and by difficulties for non-members in accessing this relatively invisible community (Jones 1997, 1999, 2001b; Li 1998; Wan 1999). At that time there was only one officially sanctioned piece of AIDS prevention material for gay men (China Ministry of Health, et al. 1995), and distribution was hampered by lack of resources and lack of knowledge among health workers as to how and where to distribute it (Jones 1997, 1999, 2001b). In some large cities, AIDS education was taken up in an informal way by men who have sex with men themselves, many of whom were early activists in what is now an increasingly visible cultural movement around gay identity. Prevention activities included such things as informal get-togethers, or ‘salons’ (Jin 1993, Aizhi Action 1998) and the distribution of AIDS prevention materials (usually procured from Hong Kong or Taiwan) through informal networks of friends or at what are referred to as ‘fishing ponds’ (鱼池) (‘cruising areas’) such as city parks and public toilets. 

The data for this study was collected by observing one such activist distributing pamphlets in three different parks in Beijing on a single day between three in the afternoon and ten at night. During his outreach work, the prevention worker carried a small portable tape recorder with which he recorded his interactions with his targets. Although taping participants without their consent goes beyond the usual ethical boundaries of field research, informed consent under these circumstances would have been impossible to obtain. The ethical implications of the data collection were carefully discussed with the prevention worker, and every attempt was made not just to maintain the safety and protect the identities of all of those involved, but also to use the analysis to assist the prevention worker in benefiting the men he worked with.2 All of the tapes were destroyed after the analysis was completed.  

Scollon (1997) argues that the practice of handing strangers objects and texts in public places involves the interaction of four distinct ‘frames’ of activity:

· the frame governing the overall social situation (a park, a street corner), 

· the activity frame which governs the ways ‘practiced activities’ like handing and walking in public places are carried out, 

· the frame created by the text itself or generic frame (whether or not, for example, it is an advertising flyer, a free sample, or an educational text), and

· a regulatory frame which places constraints on what kinds of texts can be distributed, where, when and what recipients are allowed to do with them when they receive them (for example, prohibitions on the distribution of illegal materials and prohibitions on littering). 

The frames participants must manage in the type of situation I am examining here, however, are considerably more complicated than those involved in the simple acts of handing relatively innocuous handbills that Scollon analyzed, with the contextualization cues and competencies associated with some frames and positions interacting in complex and contradictory ways with those associated with others. 

The social situation frame, for example, through which, as Scollon (1997) notes, identity is displayed ‘through the practice of appropriate activities… (and) the non-display of inappropriate activities’ (51), in this situation, has more than one dimension. On the one hand, the social situation is simply ‘a walk in the park’. On the other hand, embedded in this frame and in many ways dependent on the various forms of subterfuge that it offers, another practice is being engaged in which is practically unobservable to non-members of this particular community of practice. The interactive frames used to signal the various activities that make up the practice of ‘fishing’ and the positions people take up within these frames are signaled by contextualization cues, many of which are similarly undecipherable to those unfamiliar with the procedural rules of the ‘fishing game’. The opening of the initial frame, for example, which might be termed ‘the hook’, is often ambiguous (achieved through such devices as a gaze, a smile, or a vague question), designed to simultaneously conceal one’s intentions and to communicate them with particular precision. 

The interactive frames which follow are often signaled with equally oblique signals through which participants establish what Erickson (2001) calls ‘situational co-membership’ and negotiate positions for themselves within the frames of this situation. Among the men I observed, this establishment of situational co-membership was always at first rather tentative, contingent on interactants’ determining that neither was a threat (a police officer or blackmailer). The tentativeness of initial claims and imputations of identity gives to participants what Erickson calls ‘wiggle room’, space to back out of or reframe the interaction if it doesn’t work out the way they hope. As the interaction progresses, participants stake out positions for themselves through topic choice, paralanguage, face strategies, and other signals, many of which invoke larger cultural storylines within this particular community of practice. 
Governing all of these frames and the positions that are made available within them is a series of ‘regulatory frames’, not just imposed by the authorities, which, for example, prohibit solicitation and public sex, but also imposed by the ‘fishers’ themselves as protection from interference by authorities or swindlers. The way these ‘regulatory frames’ work is not so much by prohibiting particular practices as by forcing them to work within their boundaries and adapt to their constraints, a process of adaptation which is often achieved rather skillfully. From the point of view of the AIDS educator, a further ‘regulatory frame’ is imposed which mitigates against the ‘generic frame’ he is attempting to open up with his AIDS prevention materials: the fact that unauthorized distribution of health related information (particularly materials that contain pictures of naked men engaging in sexual intercourse) is prohibited.  

For the AIDS educator, then, the challenge is to somehow fit the practice of AIDS education, with its attendant practices of handing out pamphlets, asking and answering questions and providing counseling, into these overlapping frames governing the practice of ‘fishing’ and the more pedestrian activity of ‘talking a walk in the park’. Just as the ‘fishing’ frame exists under the cloak of a ‘walk in the park’, the AIDS education frame must to some degree be concealed within the ‘fishing’ frame. Success in this situation requires that the ‘hander’ not only be competent in all of the frames discussed above but also that he be competent in strategically manipulating the borders of these frames to subvert the multiple ‘regulatory frames’ which constrain him. 

In order to do this, he must first establish contact with his targets through a summons-response sequence. The way this is done in normal acts of handing in public places (by extending ones arm outward and slightly obstructing the stream of pedestrians in a way which calls attention both to oneself and to potential recipients) under these circumstances would be unacceptable. Indeed, an AIDS educator who publicly displayed his identity and his intention of making contact with gay men in a Chinese park would doubtless find nobody willing to interact with him. Thus, in almost none of the encounters I observed did the AIDS educator directly hand the materials to his targets. Instead, he made use of the tools of the ‘fishing frame’ to gain access to his targets by claiming for himself ‘situational co-membership’. His interaction with targets often began with a gaze and a smile followed by small talk through which participants negotiated their identities, as in the example below. 

Excerpt 1 3\

A: Not many people here today.

B: ...

A: Do you think there are a lot of people or not? 

B: I don’t know. I’m not from around here.
Just as in actual ‘fishing’ situations, ‘situational co-membership’ is established in an ambiguous way, allowing both the AIDS educator and his target enough ‘wiggle room’ to back out of the situation if necessary. By implying and assuming familiarity with the venue, in this case a park which is particularly well know as a ‘fishing pond’ (鱼池) by both local Beijingers and gay men from other cities and provinces, the AIDS educator hints at gay identity without actually committing himself or his target to it. Similarly, the target’s response, while also avoiding committing him to a claim of gay identity, nevertheless leaves room for further interaction. 
Shifting Frames

Perhaps the hardest task for the AIDS educator I observed was to create somewhere in this initial negotiation of identity the new ‘activity frame’ of ‘AIDS education’. This involved shifting frames, a process which always risked alienating men who might have been ‘hooked’ within the ‘fishing frame’, making them feel ‘cheated’ or suspicious. The biggest problem with this act of shifting frames is that it does not just involve a change in the identity claims made by the AIDS educator, but also involves changing the identity he is imputing onto his interlocutor from, for example, an object of desire, to an object of ‘risk’. This, in fact, is one of the main challenges of AIDS education: being able to strategically impute an ‘at risk’ identity in a way that interlocutors are willing to accept it and subsequently dealing with the tactics people might use to distance themselves from this identity. 
The difficulties inherent in this dynamic of identity negotiation as the AIDS educator attempts to shift from one frame to another can be seen in the following example:

Excerpt 2
1) B: It’s useless.. taking this is useless.

2) A:  I’m passing these out.. Prevent AIDS.. including enjoyment.. you also can use this for enjoyment. 

3) B: What enjoyment? I’m so ugly.. who would like me? 

4) A: Do you like yourself? 

5) B: Do I like me? I like myself.. but I’m not sure? 

6) A: You're not sure if you are gay or not? 

7) B: I’m gay.

8) A: You’re gay? When did you know you were gay. 

9) B: A year and a half ago. 

10) A: You knew it a year and a half ago. How old are you? 

11) B: What do you think? 

12) A: Younger than 20. 

13) B: 22

14) A: 22

15) B: Where are you from? 

16) A: I'm a Beijinger... When you knew were you happy or not? 

17) B: What’s there to be happy or not happy about? 

18) A: Ah?

19) B: What’s there to be happy or not happy about? It’s not that kind of thing..  that’s life. 

20) A: You’re quite handsome, little guy. 

21) B: It's been a long time since someone praised me like this...am I your type?  

22) A: You can't ask me such detailed questions. 

23) B: You can ask me detailed questions. Why can’t I ask you? Everybody is here to learn from each other..  right? You can’t say that if you come and ask me these questions..  I have to answer them.  

24) A: What you have said is very reasonable.. very reasonable. 

25) B: Isn’t it right? That's just the way it is. 

26) A: If you’re willing, we could have a chat. 

27) B: What’s there not to be willing about.. actually this place is for meeting people to have a chat. If you find someone suitable you can play. . If there’s nobody suitable, everyone just talks and makes friends.. nobody wants to impose themselves on you..  If today nobody wants to do this or that with you.. what’s the difference.. right? That kind of thing doesn’t matter.

28) A: I’m very sorry.. I misunderstood you. 

29) B: No.. what are you sorry about? You’re right.. coming here is for chatting.. understanding one another.. right? There’s no ulterior motive.. everybody’s here to chat, isn’t that right.. to understand..  Teach me all about your experiences .. Are you a Beijinger?  

30) A: I’m a Beijinger..

31) B: You’re not gay?

32) A: (laughter) 

33) B: You’re gay. It doesn’t matter.. here everything is clear.. I don’t have to beat around the bush. 

34) A: I thought it didn’t matter..  if I am I am.. if I’m not I’m not.  

35) B: (laughter) 

The initial rejection of the pamphlet in this segment leads the AIDS educator to attempt to reframe it not as an AIDS prevention pamphlet but as a tool for ‘enjoyment’ (turn 2), something more compatible with the ‘fishing frame’, and to position himself as a kind of conspirator in this ‘enjoyment’. When the target responds with a self-deprecating remark (turn 3) (not uncommon in the ‘fishing frame’ – a way of ‘fishing for compliments’), the AIDS educator takes it as an opportunity to reposition himself as a ‘counselor’ (‘Do you like yourself?’) (turn 4). After an exchange of questions and answers in which the AIDS educator makes use of reflective summaries, a feature characteristic of counseling discourse, the target attempts to regain interactional control by requesting a ratification of identity with the question ‘Where are you from?’ (turn 15) (which in China can mean ‘whom do you work for?’), which the AIDS educator answers simply by stating that he is a ‘Beijinger’ before continuing his probing. After his interlocutor fails to respond to his questioning by talking about his feelings, the AIDS educator falls back on a line more compatible with the fishing frame, though perhaps only designed to refute the self-deprecating remark that came a few lines before (‘You're quite handsome, little guy’) (turn 20) to which the target gives the appropriate response for the ‘fishing frame’: ‘am I your type?’ (turn 21). 
At this point the AIDS educator has lost interactional control; he is back in the ‘fishing frame’, and when he tires to resist answering, the target mobilizes his own ‘reflective summary’, reminding him that his questions had been rather personal as well (turn 23). From here on in it is the target, working within his own frame, who has the most power in the situation, and he uses this power to impute outsider identity onto the AIDS educator and challenge his intentions, not explicitly, but by forcing him to remain in the ‘fishing frame’ and even giving him instructions about what is allowed to go on in that frame. The AIDS educator’s attempt to re-enter the ‘AIDS education frame’ by requesting to have a ‘chat’, for example, is relexicalized by the target and positioned back inside the ‘fishing frame’ where a ‘chat’ is the way one assesses the suitability of potential sexual partners (turn 27), and it is this kind of ‘chat’ rather than the kind that the AIDS educator is attempting to have that is characterized as having ‘no ulterior motives’ (turn 29). By the end of the passage the roles between the speakers are completely reversed, with the target asking the AIDS educator the very same kinds of questions he started out asking (‘Teach me all about your experiences’, ‘You're not gay?’) (turns 29, 31). Within his imputation of gay identity onto the AIDS educator – ‘You’re gay. It doesn't matter.. here everything is clear.. I don't have to beat around the bush’ (turn 33) – is concealed an imputation of outsider identity, an assertion that it is the AIDS educator who is not being ‘clear’ and who is ‘beating around the bush’ (拐弯抹角).  

Slippery Positions


Even when targets are less resistant to this shifting of frames, they still tend to position themselves as ‘outsiders’ in the new frame, ‘innocent onlookers’ to the activity of AIDS prevention. This requires the AIDS educator to further manipulate the frame within which he is working to attempt to create positions which his interlocutor is willing to take up, as in the following example:   


Excerpt 3
A: This business of AIDS, does it scare you? 

B: There isn’t any in China now 

A: Don’t you think there is? 

B: …

A: For example, in this park could there be people who have gotten sexually transmitted diseases? 

B: There are sexually transmitted diseases. 

A: You know of people with them? 

B: I don’t know.  

A: But you’ve heard.

B: There are people with sexually transmitted diseases…


In response to the AIDS educator’s question about his fear of AIDS, the target positions himself not as gay but as ‘Chinese’, wrapping himself in the protective borders of the nation. By way of opening up a position in the storyline of AIDS which his interlocutor can take up, the AIDS educator appropriates the more local borders of the very park in which they are standing. At the same time, he widens the semantic field to include all sexually transmitted diseases, successfully eliciting an admission that STD transmission exists. Even this admission though is carefully crafted to distance the speaker from it. He will only assert that there are sexually transmitted diseases, not that he knows anyone who has ever gotten one or that he as even heard of anyone. In this example can be see one of the chief  barriers for the AIDS educator in both eliciting and transmitting information, the fact that in this community of practice, knowledge of AIDS, however remote, is seen as potentially signaling a ‘spoiled identity’(Jones 1997, 2001b). 


Even in instances in which participants are receptive to information ablout AIDS, they still attempt to resist the position of ‘target’ which the AIDS educator’s actions impute on them. In this final encounter, for example, while the participant is more than willing to operate within the AIDS education frame, he takes for himself the position of the AIDS educator, criticizing the risk behavior of others. 
Excerpt 4
A: Do you know about AIDS, are you afraid? 

B: Lots of people are afraid.. because they don’t understand much.. so they’re very afraid of AIDS.. probably because I’m, how to say, ‘quite well educated’.. most university students know.. they know. 

A: What do you study? 

B: I’m a first year student, I study English.. because I think Beijing is the capital and a big city, but even in such a big city as Beijing few people use ‘condoms’, because there are a lot of people who come from the countryside.. so, there’s a bathhouse in Beijing where a lot of people directly ‘do it’ under the water and also without any protection...I think this is really dangerous, and it’s probably because of lack of knowledge..
Here ‘knowledge’ is used as a tool to take up a ‘safe’ identity. This ‘knowledge’, however, does not just involve knowledge of the facts of HIV transmission and prevention, but involves being a certain kind of person, an ‘educated’ person, a university student, an urban resident, in contrast to an ‘uneducated’ and ‘reckless’ peasant from the countryside, an identity which is reinforced by the target’s appropriation of English lexical items (‘quite well educated’, ‘condom’). This display of knowledge positions the speaker both in the immediate storyline (as a ‘colleague’ rather than a target) and in a larger cultural storyline that portrays AIDS as invading the cities from the countryside through the influx of uneducated migrant workers (Jones 1997, 2001b). 
For the AIDS educator, then, successful interaction in these circumstances, depends on his ability to ‘frame’ AIDS education in a way which makes available for targets positions they are willing to take up, and his ability to re-frame the activity and reposition himself when his targets resist the positions that he offers them. 

‘Banal Competencies’

In this note, I have suggested that what influences the reception of a health message most may not be the larger, more obvious ‘competencies’ that health educators usually concern themselves with—the ‘cultural competence’ (De La Cancela, Chin and Jenkins 1998; Lapinski and Witte 1998) of the materials themselves, for example, or the targets’ ‘competencies’ in making ‘rational decisions’ based on the message (Fishbein and Middlestadt 1989) – but rather more banal competencies, those involved in activities like taking a walk in the park and inviting a stranger to have a chat. It is often these more mundane competencies enacted in the frames that surround and overlap with the frame of ‘AIDS education’ that are most influential in determining how AIDS prevention messages are taken up and used. Successful AIDS education, then, depends not just upon knowing who to talk to and what to say, but knowing how to integrate the tools of AIDS prevention into the procedural mechanisms governing the sites of engagement in which it takes place and into the ongoing flow of identity claims and imputations that occurs within those sites.    
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Notes

 
A earlier version of this note was delivered at the Georgetown University Roundtable on Languages and Linguistics, March 8, 2001 (Jones 2001a). The same data is also discussed in my PhD. dissertation (Jones 2001b).
2 Precedents for such unauthorized taping exist in both AIDS prevention work (calls to AIDS hotlines, for example, are regularly recorded without callers’ consent for training and research purposes) and in sociolinguistic research on similar topics (see for example Sack and Schegloff’s classic work on suicide hotlines). 
3 The translations provided here were made my the researcher, a fluent spaker of Mandarin Chinese, with assistance from the AIDS prevention worker. In the excerpts, two dots (..) indicate a short pause (less than .5 seconds), and three dots (…) indicate a longer pause. For the original Chinese transcripts, see the Appendix. 
Appendix

Excerpt 1

A: 今天人不多。

B: …

A: 你认为人多不多？

B: 不知道。我不是本地人。
Excerpt 2
1) B: 没有用..这东西我拿着看没有用

2) A: 传授这个..预防爱滋病..包括享乐..也可以利用这个来享受快乐.

3) B: 享受什么快乐？我长这么丑..谁来喜欢我？

4) A: 你喜欢你啊.

5) B: 我喜欢我？我喜欢我自己..可是我搞不定吗.

6) A: 你搞不定你自已是gay 还不是 gay？

7) B: 是gay.

8) A: 你 gay 么时候知道自已是个 gay？

9) B: 一年半以前.

10) A: 一年半以前知道. 今年多大了？

11) B: 你看呢？

12) A: 今年有条不２０岁了.

13) B: ２２岁.

14) A: ２２岁.

15) B: 你是哪里人？

16) A: 我是北京人…知道的时候快乐不快乐.

17) B: 有什么快乐不快乐的？

18) A: 啊？

19) B: 有什么快乐不快乐的..不就是那么回事..人吗..生下来时就是马马虎虎.

20) A: 小伙子挺帅的.

21) B: 有很久没有这样夸奖我了…我不是你喜欢的样子？

22) A: 不要问我这么仔细.

23) B: 你可以问我这么仔细..我主什么不能问你这么仔细？ 人都是互相取长补短的吗？是不是？不可能说你来问我这个问题..我必须要回答.

24) A: 说得很有道理..说得很对啊.

25) B: 对不对..本来就是.

26) A: 如果你愿意..我们还可以聊啊.

27) B: 什么不可以愿意..本来这里就是找人来聊天的.有合适的就玩一玩..没有合适的大家就聊聊天交个朋友吗..没有谁非要强求干你..今天非要跟你什么样什么样..那有什么呢..对不对？那种又没有什么意思..没有谁非要强求干你..今天非要跟你什么样什么样.. 那有什么呢..对不？那种又没有什么意思.

28) A: 很抱歉..我误会你了.

29) B: 没有..抱什么歉..主要是你对..出来就是聊聊天..了解了解吗..对不对？也没有什么企图也没有什么想法..大家都是来聊聊天..是不是啊？了解了解吗..你的经验再传授传授..你是北京吗？

30) A: 我是北京.

31) B: 你不是 gay 吧？

32) A: (笑)

33) B: 是 gay 啊..那无所谓..来这里就是很明确..不要拐弯抹角的来问你.

34) A: 是不是无所谓？是就是..不是就说不是.

35) B: (笑)

Excerpt 3
A: 艾滋病这个事情你会不会怕？

B: 中国现在没有吧.

A: 你觉得会有吗？

B: …

A: 比如说这个公园里会不会有人得性病？

B: 性病有.

A: 知道有人得吗？

B: 不知道.

A: 那你听说过吗？

B: 有人有性病.

Excerpt 4
A: 你知不知道爱滋病？你会不会怕？

B: 很多人怕..因为别人了解不多了..结果对爱滋病很害怕..可能是因为我是，怎么说呢？quite well educated ..大学里的学生一般都知道..他们知道

A: 念什么书?

B: 一年级学生,我念英语..因为我觉的在北京,北京毕竟是首都大城市,在北京这样的大城市用condom很少, 因为有好多那样乡下来的..所以呢, 北京有一个浴室,好多人都直接在里面,在水底下那样,而且没有任何的保护..我觉得这样是非常危险的,可能是缺乏这方面的知识吧..
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