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Abstract 

 
This dissertation presents four academic articles that were produced as part of a PhD project with the 
title “Better video-mediated encounters through multimodal interaction analysis?”. The project 
employed an ethnomethodological and multimodal conversation (EMCA) analytic approach and 
consisted of two main phases. The first phase investigated video-mediated interaction between 
professionals and clients by analysing the situated practices of participants and how their conduct is 
afforded and constrained by the ecologies they interact in. The second phase aimed to apply findings 
and use data from the first phase for the benefit of practitioners that use video mediating technology 
as part of their daily work. Articles 1 - 3 in the dissertation are products of the first phase of the 
project, and the data used for the articles is drawn from a dataset of video-recorded video-mediated 
encounters collected in collaboration with researchers at the Centre for Interaction and 
Communication Design. Article 1 focuses on instructions on locating an object in video-mediated 
interaction. Through a single case analysis, the article shows how such instructions can be 
decomposed to make them more understandable, and that a central resource for doing this is using a 
designedly mimicable embodied demonstration. Article 2 focuses on instructions in the form of 
directives in the initiation of an institutionally relevant activity. Based on a collection of instances, 
the article tracks the observable differences in the recipient design of the directive sequences in face 
to face and video-mediated passport-ordering encounters. The article shows that the video-mediated 
directive sequences are prolonged and more linguistically complex compared to the co-present ones, 
partly due to the use of transitional directives in the video-mediated encounters. Article 3 zooms in 
on a common phenomenon in video-mediated interaction: when a participant moves a camera in the 
course of an interaction. Based on the analysis of a single case, the article shows how the movement 
of a camera in the specific sequential context of emergent trouble in understanding can be a crucial 
resource for restoring intersubjectivity. On this background, the article argues that this specific video 
reconfiguration practice can be termed a repair of the visual frame. Article 4 is a product of the 
second, applied phase of the project, and the data used for it is video recordings from three 
communication training workshops that were carried out as part of the project. The article focuses on 
workshop facilitation in educational settings. Drawing on a collection of instances, the article 
investigates a facilitator’s resources for managing turn transitions in a plenary setting. The analysis 
shows how the facilitator can actively mobilise response or suspend transition relevance by using 
various embodied resources (facial expressions, position in space, gaze direction). Based on these 
articles, the dissertation contributes to both studies of social interaction in video-mediated settings 
and the application of EMCA research in professional practice. 
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Dansk resumé 
 

I denne afhandling præsenterer jeg fire artikler, der blev produceret som del af ph.d.-projektet: “Bedre 
video-møder igennem multimodal interaktionsanalyse?”. Projektet var baseret på en etnometodo-
logisk og multimodal samtaleanalytisk (EMCA) tilgang og bestod af to faser. Den første fase 
undersøgte videomedieret interaktion mellem professionelle og lægfolk ved at analysere deres 
situerede praksisser og hvordan deres handlinger gøres mulige og begrænses af de videomedierede 
økologier, de interagerer i. Den anden fases formål var at anvende resultater og data fra den første 
fase til fordel for praktikere, der bruger videomøder i deres daglige arbejde. Artikel 1 - 3 i 
afhandlingen er blevet til på baggrund af projektets første fase, og de data, der bruges til artiklerne, 
er hentet fra en database af videooptagede videomedierede møder indsamlet i fælleskab med forskere 
fra Centre for Interaction Research and Communication Design. Artikel 1 fokuserer på instruktioner 
til lokalisering af materielle objekter i videomedieret interaktion. Gennem en singlecase-analyse viser 
artiklen, hvordan instruktioner kan dekomponeres i mindre dele for at gøre dem mere forståelige, og 
at en central ressource i dette er at bruge en “bevidst efterlignelig kropslig demonstration” (designedly 
mimicable embodied demonstration). Artikel 2 fokuserer på direktiver i initieringen af en 
institutionelt relevant aktivitet i pasbestillingsamtaler. Baseret på en kollektion af sekvenser, der  
foregår henholdsvis ansigt til ansigt og som videomøde, sammenligner artiklen de observerbare 
forskelle på modtagerdesign i initieringen af sådanne sekvenser. Artiklen viser at de videomedierede 
sekvenser i sammenligning bliver forlænget og er mere sprogligt komplekse, delvist på grund af 
brugen af  “overgangsdirektiver” (transitional directives). Artikel 3 stiller skarpt på et almindeligt 
fænomen i videomedieret interaktion: når en deltager flytter et kamera i løbet af en samtale. Baseret 
på en singlecase-analyse viser artiklen, hvordan flytningen af et kamera i en lokal kontekst af 
forståelsesproblemer kan være en afgørende ressource for at genoprette forståelsen. På denne 
baggrund argumenterer artiklen for, at denne specifikke rekonfigureringspraksis kan ses som en 
”reparatur af den visuelle ramme” (repair of the visual frame). Artikel 4 er blevet til på baggrund af 
den anden, anvendte fase af ph.d.-projektet og datagrundlaget er videooptagelser fra 3 
kompetenceudviklingsworkshops, der blev afholdt som en del af projektet. Artiklen fokuserer på 
facilitering af workshops i uddannelsessammenhænge. Med udgangspunkt i en kollektion af 
eksempler undersøger artiklen facilitatorens ressourcer for at styre turovergange i plenum. Analysen 
viser hvordan facilitatoren aktivt kan mobilisere respons eller udskyde overgangsrelevans ved at 
bruge forskellige kropslige ressourcer (bl.a. ansigtsudtryk, kropslig position i rummet og blikretning). 
Baseret på disse fire artikler bidrager afhandlingen til både studier af social interaktion i 
videomedierede møder og anvendelsen af EMCA-forskning i professionel praksis. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
 

The motivation for this dissertation is the increased use of video-mediated interaction in professional 

settings.  In the last two decades, video-mediated interaction has become ubiquitous in economically 

developed countries, from mundane interaction between family and friends to institutional encounters 

between professionals and laymen. For many people today, the use of video mediation is not a choice, 

but rather a condition if they are to provide or receive professional services. The impact and 

implications of this development on social interaction are still relatively unexplored. This dissertation 

explores this phenomenon from an interactional perspective, and specifically writes itself into the 

‘domain of ethnomethodology/conversation analysis’ (Sacks, 1984: 21) – or EMCA for short. The 

research interest lies in the situated, detailed organisation of participants’ practices using video-

mediating technology in their ordinary work in a coordinated and co-operative manner. More 

specifically, the dissertation rests on multimodal analyses (Mondada, 2014c; Streeck et al., 2011) of 

video recorded interactions, and is thus a child of the ‘embodied turn’ in research on social interaction 

(Nevile, 2015). The dissertation is constituted by 4 academic articles that are the product of a PhD 

project with a dual focus on: 1) video mediation in institutional encounters and 2) practical application 

of this research.  

 

The aim of the dissertation is thus two-sided. First and foremost, the dissertation examines video-

mediated interaction in professional settings as an object of study in its own right. That is, the 

dissertation presents basic research into video-mediated interaction revolving around the practices of 

participants and the situated affordances of video-mediated ecologies: how the technology enables 

and constrains interaction. The aim of this research is to shed light on what might be considered 

specific about video-mediated interaction. Second, the dissertation utilizes this basic research as a 

stepping stone to apply the research into one of the settings under scrutiny. Following what might be 

called an interventionist applied conversation analysis approach (Antaki, 2011), Video Learning 

workshops (Due et al., 2018; Due & Lange, 2015) were conducted in a professional organisation. 

More specifically, the data, analytic mentality and findings from the basic research have been used 

to develop interaction training workshops where video clips were shown to practitioners. The 

dissertation presents findings from this applied phase of research, exhibiting how EMCA research 

can be used as a basis for preparing practitioners to provide video-mediated services. The aim of this 
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part of the dissertation is to give new insights on how EMCA researchers can offer valuable feedback 

to the professionals and organisations they are engaged with.  

 

1.1. The PhD Project  
 

This dissertation is the product of a PhD project carried out under the working title: Better video 

encounters through multimodal interaction analysis? The project has been carried out as part of a 

bigger project entitled Video Mediated Interaction in Professional Settings1 (henceforth VMI) that 

was funded by the Velux Foundation with a timespan of 3 years, running from 2017 – 2020. The 

focus of VMI was to shed light on the consequences of professional use of video-mediated interaction 

on humanity and society by describing interactional practices in video-mediated interaction in diverse 

professional settings. VMI was hosted and carried out by a research group at the Centre for Interaction 

Research and Communication Design (CIRCD) at the University of Copenhagen. The research group 

collaborated initially to gather and categorize data and later to develop analyses and cross-pollinate 

ideas in data sessions. The data gathered was mainly video recorded data (often recorded 

synchronously from different geographical locations), interviews, field observations and photos. The 

video-mediated settings explored in VMI can be divided into three categories: telemedicine, public 

service and offshore collaboration. In addition to these settings, the dataset also consists of recordings 

of three workshops from a public service organisation. In total, the VMI data pool consists of over 

100 hours of video recorded data from the different settings. The data used for this dissertation is 

from the VMI data pool, and is based on recordings from three settings: public service, tele-

physiotherapy and co-present workshop settings. The PhD project consisted of two stages linked to 

the overall aims of VMI. The first stage of the project investigated how video-mediating technology 

enables and constrains social interaction for the participants, and how they accomplish interacting in 

video-mediated ecologies. The second stage of the project was concerned with applying findings from 

the first stage, turning the analytical work into learning materials and feedback for the practitioners 

in the public service organisation. The articles in the dissertation represent work from these distinct 

phases and their order of presentation is motivated by them. Analyses and findings from the first stage 

of the project are presented in articles 1 to 3, while findings from the second stage are dealt with in 

article 4, as visualised in figure 1: 

                                                
1 See https://circd.ku.dk/projects/videomediated-interaction/ for more information 
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Fig. 1. Project phases and textual outputs 

 

The articles obviously differ in their aims and scope. The first three articles aim to shed light on the 

situated organisation of video-mediated interaction and thereby inform the growing field of EMCA 

research on this specific topic. Using video-mediated interaction as a perspicuous site for 

investigating classic EMCA phenomena, the articles study the accomplishment of instructional 

sequences (articles 1 and 2) and repair (article 3). The last article is concerned with ‘applying’ EMCA 

research in professional organisations. More specifically, the article zooms in on a particular 

interactional phenomenon in the facilitation of workshops, with the aim of promoting critical 

reflection for facilitators about the facilitation of such workshops (article 4). The articles in the 

dissertation consitute a coherent whole by being occassioned by the same PhD project and by 

employing a consistent methodology to research social interaction in the diverse settings.  

 

1.2 What is video-mediated interaction? 
 

In common language, the term ‘video-mediated interaction’ is used as a generic term for technologies 

that make use of some sort of visual link between participants. This means that ‘video-mediated 

interaction’ has become a gloss for very heterogenous settings, and a precision of what video-
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mediated interaction means in this dissertation is in place. Here, it is used for any interactional 

situation where a communications system provides participants with synchronous video and audio 

streams from the other’s environment. The participants have mutual access to the audio-visual stream 

in real time which “works as a simulacrum of physically co-present interaction” (Rintel, 2013b, p. 

3344). The use of the term video-mediated interaction generally implies that there are expectable 

similarities across video-mediated ecologies, and whilst this may be the case, the aim of this 

dissertation is not to present an abstract, grand theory of what video-mediated technology affords 

participants across all video-mediated platforms. Rather, the approach taken here is that an 

investigation into how the technology affords and inhibit participants’ interactional behaviour can 

only be empirically demonstrated on a case by case basis by being attentive to the participant’s 

situated, local use of the technology. 

 

1.3 Why this dissertation now? 
 

This dissertation investigates video-mediated interaction in professional settings and application of 

these investigations. This focus can be argued to be especially relevant from the perspectives of policy 

makers, practitioners and EMCA researchers, and the relevance for each of these groups will be 

clarified below. In chapter 5, the implications for these three target groups will be presented as part 

of the conclusion of the dissertation. 

 

1.3.1 The Political Perspective 
 

Technology has evolved quickly since the first video telephone was marketed in 19702. During the 

last 50 years, video-mediated interaction has progressed from being a technological marvel to become 

a ubiquitous, accessible way of interacting in both mundane and professional settings. This 

mainstream adoption of the technology has made video-mediating technology a mature and promising 

instrument for providing solutions to a number of challenges facing western societies such as 

                                                
2 Though the idea of video-mediated interaction between remote participants is much older, probably the first actual 

development of a video telephone was undertaken in the 1930 at the Bell Labs at AT&T (Ives et al., 1930). The result of 

this work, the “Picture Phone” was introduced at the 1964 World Fair and marketed commercially in 1970 (Picturephone, 

2019). 
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demographic change with more elderly citizens resulting in an expected rise in expenses in health 

care and public service. In Denmark, video mediation is seen at the political level as a possibility to 

offer services to citizens in an efficient and cost-effective way, as exemplified in official policies on 

telemedicine such as the “The National Action Plan for the Spread of Telemedicine” (National 

handleplan for udbredelse af telemedicin, (Velfærdsteknologi, 2012)). While there is also public 

discourse that is negative towards the spread of the technology, it seems that the use of video-

mediation in public service and health care will only grow in the years to come: as an example, there 

are currently 321 initiatives involving telemedicine solutions in Denmark (Telemedicinsk landkort, 

2020) and the area of video-mediated care was boosted in 2018 by an investment of 55 million € by 

the Danish government (Sørensen, 2018). While this push to use video-mediated services is driven 

by economic concerns – such as expectations of saving time – there is little empirical research on 

how the participants themselves participate in the video-mediated interaction. This dissertation offers 

an account of empirical, situated, concrete video-mediated encounters as accomplished by the 

participants to those encounters. This input is important as it sheds light on actual practices and 

thereby informs the political debate with empirical findings from a qualitative perspective.  

 

1.3.2 The Practitioner’s Perspective 
 

Through pilot projects at CIRCD (Lange, 2014b) and the VMI project, a recurrent phenomenon was 

that the implementation of video-mediation raises practical questions and concerns for practitioners 

that are faced with offering services through video-mediated encounters. While patients and citizens 

generally reported to be positive towards video mediation, ordinarily the practitioners were less 

optimistic. Often, pilot projects implementing video mediation were abandoned after a test period 

due to criticisms from the practitioners. While this dissertation does not claim to provide practitioners 

with “context-free” advice on video-mediated interaction, it presents empirical findings that might be 

of interest to anyone providing professional service via video-mediation. The dissertation is also 

relevant for ‘practitioners’ in another sense: researchers facilitating workshops as part of their applied 

work. By scrutinizing the situated, interactional aspects of workshop facilitation the dissertation 

showcases how EMCA-based research can foster reflective practice (Schön, 1983) not only for ‘other 

practitioners’ but also for the researchers themselves. 
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1.3.3 The Perspective of the ‘EMCA enterprise’ 
 

This dissertation exemplifies an approach to doing EMCA research that seeks to make findings 

relevant for both researchers and professionals working with video-mediated encounters as part of 

their daily jobs at the same time. Such an approach will commonly be divided into the categories of 

‘ground’ and ‘applied’ research. This division can make it seem as if it is the researcher’s choice to 

either do one or the other. Such a view would grossly misrepresent the background for this 

dissertation. Here, the ‘ground’ and ‘applied’ aspects of the project have been mutually constitutive: 

there would have been no project without both. In other words, this dual focus was an integral part of 

the PhD project, and the collaboration with various professional organisations, data collection within 

them plus the workshops for practitioners would not have been possible, if it was not for the 

integration of these approaches. It is my aspiration that the applied research presented in this 

dissertation can be an example of how such work can be undertaken and contribute to a wider social 

relevance of the EMCA enterprise, without compromising the empirical stance of EMCA (Peräkylä 

& Vehviläinen, 2003).  

 

1.4 A note on video-mediated interaction in a pandemic world 
 

In the very final stages of writing this dissertation, the emergence of the coronavirus disease (COVID-

19) pandemic has been a most unwelcome example of how video-mediated interaction can quickly 

shift from being an option to an imperative for participants. The crisis has rapidly changed the 

everyday lives of many people, and the social distancing measures taken in many parts of the world 

have made video-mediating technologies the go-to for staying in contact with colleagues, family and 

friends. In Denmark, it is very possible that this crisis will have an impact on the use of video-

mediated technologies even after self-isolation and social distancing measures are withdrawn. This 

dissertation describes interaction using video-mediating technologies without regard to the 

underlying reasons for taking them into use, and its findings – though they in no way are connected 

to or in the first placed occasioned by COVID-19 – might be more relevant than ever given the present 

situation. 
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1.5 Positioning the work within EMCA studies 
 

The articles in this dissertation have been carried out within an ethnomethodological and multimodal 

conversation analytic framework. What this methodological foundation means to the analytical 

approach taken will be elaborated in section 3. For now, figure 1 below provides a brief overview of 

streams of research that has influenced the work presented in the dissertation: 

 
Figure 2. Overview of research streams that have influenced the dissertation. Inspired by an unpublished overview of 

micro-ethnographic studies by Curtis LeBaron (B. Due, 2018). 

 

The figure is not intended to provide the reader with an exhaustive overview or a historically precise 

account of the evolution of ideas and research that this dissertation departs from. Rather, the intention 

is to supply a concise overview of some bodies of work that the dissertation draws on and engages 

with and their most approximate development in time. I have chosen to frame the analytical approach 

in the dissertation explicitly as both ethnomethodological and conversation analytic. This choice 

foregrounds the reciprocal relation between EM and CA that is manifest in many ways (see chapter 

3.1.). The most central in regard to this dissertation is that the sequential analysis – i.e. the CA focus 

on what happens next – is an analytical tool for examining “members’ methods” and thereby the 

dissertation can be seen as both influenced by and a contribution to ethnomethodological inquiry 

(Maynard, 2012, p. 15). There are a number of approaches to technology in interaction that are related 

to the position of this dissertation, e.g. Human Computer Interaction/HCI (Carroll, 2003), Computer 
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Supported Collaborative Work/CSCW (Grudin, 1994) Distributed Cognition (Hutchins, 1995) and 

Actor Network Theory/ANT (Latour, 2005). These approaches and EMCA have mutually informed, 

inspired and criticized each other over the last 30 years (Mlynář et al., 2018), but given the scope of 

this dissertation, these linkages will not be further accounted for.  

 

1.6 Structure of the dissertation frame 
 

The structure of dissertation frame can be divided into three distinct parts, as visualised below in 

figure 3. The first part consists of an introduction to the context and background of PhD project that 

the dissertation is written into (chapter 1), a review of relevant existing literature (chapter 2) and a 

methodological positioning of the work presented (chapter 3). The second part consists of the findings 

from articles that make up the scientific contribution of the dissertation. In order to make the reading 

of the dissertation frame as coherent as possible, the articles are first summarised (chapter 4) and 

provided in their entirety after the dissertation frame (Section 8). In the third and final part, the 

dissertation is concluded, and final remarks on the practical and scientific implications are presented 

(Chapter 5). 

 
Figure 3. A Visual representation of the dissertation.  

 

Chapter 2: Literature Review 
 

The following subsections offer an overview of the state of the art within the two streams of research 

that the dissertation contributes to: video-mediated interaction and applied EMCA.  
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2.1 EMCA work on mediated interaction 
 

The following section presents findings from the last three decades and state of the art in the field of 

video-mediated interaction from an EMCA methodology. A very helpful basis for the review is the 

overview of the field published by Jakub Mlynář and colleagues in 2018 (Mlynář et al., 2018). While 

their overview still comes off as quite comprehensive today, it is not exhaustive, and an updated 

review is therefore justified. The review is based on three different heuristic approaches. First, the 

review is based on systematic searches in search engines available through the Royal Danish Library 

(Google Scholar, JSTOR, Scopus). These repositories were consulted with complex search strings 

mixing explicit reference to video-mediated interaction (through terms such as “video-based” OR 

“video-mediat*” OR “videoconference” and other combinations of relevant words) and EMCA 

(through the terms “ethnomethodolog*” OR “conversation analy*”). Secondly, the review is based 

on citation chaining, going both ‘backwards’ (i.e. consulting the bibliography of an article to discover 

past work) and ‘forwards’ (i.e. consulting by whom and how much a given article has been cited). 

Finally, the review is based on advice and tips from peers within the EMCA research community and 

the online resource EMCA Wiki (EMCA Wiki, 2020). This last approach has been very useful in 

finding work that does not always show up in the search engines, e.g. PhD dissertations and 

conference papers. As English is the lingua franca for many EMCA scholars, the review is mainly 

based on literature written in English, though I have tried to incorporate as much non-anglophone 

literature as possible3.  

 

The main lines of research, relevant concepts and findings will be presented from different vantage 

points. First, the field will be sketched out with a curated overview of explored settings and sequential 

positions focused on in the reviewed literature. Secondly, the research in the field will be specified 

through central concepts such as fractured ecologies (Luff et al., 2003), talking head configurations 

                                                
3As an example, a considerable and important body of work for this dissertation emanates from French institutions, 

specifically the work of Christian Licoppe and colleagues (e.g. the two special issues of Réseaux De la rue au 

tribunal. Études sur la visiocommunication (“From the street to the court. Studies in video communication”, (Licoppe & 

Relieu, 2007)) and La communication à traver les ecrans (“The communication trough the screens” (Présentation, 2015)). 
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(Licoppe & Morel, 2012) and affordances (Gibson 1979), that are thematically important to the first 

three articles of this dissertation.  

 

2.1.1 Settings and sequential positions explored  
 

An initial observation when reviewing EMCA literature on video-mediated interaction is that “video-

mediated interaction” is a very broad header. It accentuates only one aspect of the settings under 

scrutiny, namely that it is somehow video-mediated, but states nothing about the specific software or 

technology being used or what kinds of activities the participants are up to. Because of this, the 

technology used by participants in the reviewed literature ranges from consumer devices to high-tech 

experimental setups, from inherently mobile devices like smart phones to stationary cameras and 

screens, resulting in quite heterogenous interactional ecologies with different affordances for the 

participants. Likewise, the settings under this header are diverse in many ways, ranging from 

specialized work environments to mundane interaction between friends and family. It should be self-

evident then, that the findings cited in this review are not to be read as omnirelevant to any video-

mediated setting, but rather as something to consider when working analytically with video-mediated 

interactional ecologies. Below, I provide a short overview of settings with a few examples from each 

setting. The overview is intendedly non-exhaustive, but aims to give the reader an idea of the diversity 

in the literature. The settings have been divided into three categories: mundane, institutional (inspired 

by Drew & Heritage (1992)) and experimental settings: 

 

• In mundane settings, research has been conducted on interaction between romantic partners 

in long-distance relationships (Rintel, 2013a, 2015, 2013b), conversations between family 

members (De Fornel, 1994, 1996; Searles & Gan, 2018), remote working parents, 

grandparents and children (Gan et al., 2018; Gan & Greiffenhagen, 2018), and the 

organisation of showings in such mundane settings (Licoppe, 2017; Licoppe et al., 2017; 

Licoppe & Morel, 2014).  

• In institutional settings, the literature has covered business meetings (Kragelund, 2014; 

Lange, 2014b; Nielsen, 2019; Oittinen, 2017), classroom interaction (Hjulstad, 2016), 

courtrooms (Licoppe et al., 2013; Licoppe, 2015b; Licoppe & Dumoulin, 2007, 2007, 2010; 

Licoppe & Relieu, 2007; Licoppe & Veyrier, 2017), health settings, e.g. telemedicine 

consultations (Pappas et al., 2019; Pappas & Seale, 2009, 2010; Seuren et al., 2020; Stommel 
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et al., 2019), meetings between doctors (Mondada, 2015), surgery (Mondada, 2003, 2011), 

language courses (Ibnelkaïd, 2015), music instruction (Duffy & Healey, 2012, 2014) and 

public service (Due et al. 2019, article 1 in this dissertation) 

• In experimental or semi-experimental settings, especially the work of Paul Luff, Christian 

Heath and various colleagues on reference and gestures in video-mediated interaction have 

been influential (Luff et al., 2003, 2013, 2016).   

 

Another way of ordering the reviewed literature is in terms of the sequential positions in the 

interaction that the literature focuses on, e.g. openings and closings. That a considerable amount of 

the reviewed literature focuses on such sequential positions is not coincidental: openings and closings 

of conversations have been loci of interest within CA since the inception of the field (e.g. (Schegloff, 

1968; Schegloff & Sacks, 1973). The early and somewhat programmatic articles on openings and 

closings have inspired later studies on openings in other settings and media, e.g. in internet relay chats 

(Rintel et al., 2001), multimodal work on how people accomplish focused interactions in public 

spaces (Mondada, 2009), and thus also research on video-mediated interaction. Summarized below 

are findings that characterize certain sequential positions across the settings: 

 

• Several researchers have pointed out how participants adjust their bodily position, appearance 

and material surrounds before the connection has been established (De Fornel, 1994; Pappas 

& Seale, 2009; Ruhleder & Jordan, 2001b).  

• As in telephone openings, video-mediated interaction is most often initiated by summons-

answer sequence4 (Licoppe & Dumoulin, 2007, 2010; Muñoz, 2016).  

• In the absence of a dedicated summons from the communications system, the appearance of 

an image or the screen itself may constitute a summons (Relieu, 2007).  

• Once the connection has been established between participants, a series of multiple greetings, 

both verbal and embodied, may be produced during the opening phases to display their 

appearance and availability (Licoppe, 2015a).  

                                                
4 The summons can be designed in many ways, and the actual physical characteristics of the summons vary greatly:  they 

are often multimodal assemblages consisting of auditory (e.g. ringing), visual (e.g. graphics on screen) and in mobile 

devices often also haptic stimuli (e.g. vibration). 
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• Using medical meetings as an example, Mondada shows how the participants through their 

practices accomplish the distinct phases of pre-opening, opening and beginning (Mondada, 

2010, 2015). In these meetings, the ‘reason for the call’ (Schegloff, 1986) is accomplished by 

the beginning of encounter (Mondada, 2015). 

• Who speaks first is not necessarily given in advance, as both caller and call-receiver may 

initiate talking (Licoppe, 2015a) 

• The opening phase of encounters might be used to instruct novices in the use of video-

mediating technology functioning as “the locus of socialization work into videoconferencing” 

(Mlynář et al., 2018, p. 76).   

• Meeting openings and closings might become “vastly more complicated” when introducing 

remote meeting technologies (Ruhleder & Jordan, 2001b, p. 3).  

• As an example of such complications, the closing of meetings become more complicated 

when no technical action is required to end the meeting (Bonu, 2007). 

 

2.1.2 Interacting in incongruent environments of action/fractured ecologies  
 

Research into video-mediated interaction often focuses on participants’ limited or asymmetrical 

access to each other’s environments and the potential problematic implications for interaction. In 

their studies on video-mediated interaction, Christian Heath, Paul Luff and colleagues have explored 

the impact of asymmetrical access to resources such as gestures, visual conduct and material objects 

on collaborative work extensively (Heath et al., 1995; Heath & Luff, 1992, 1993; Luff et al., 2003, 

2016). From early on, their studies describe how participants’ gaze and gesture lose their interactional 

significance: 

 
“However, the glances, their accompanying gestures and the power of the look to ordinarily attract the attention of 

another appears to be weakened when performed through video rather than face to face.”  

(Heath & Luff 1993, p. 8) 

 

 Heath and Luff posited that the basis for the loss of interactional significance of these resources 

might be a consequence of ‘incongruent environments of action’: 
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“As yet, we are still unclear as to why audio-visual technologies can rid certain visual actions on particular occasions of 

their interactional significance. The problem, however, may well derive from an incongruity between the 

environment in which an action is produced and the environment in which it is received. “ 

(Heath & Luff, 1992, p. 336, my emphasis) 

 

The idea of ‘incongruent environments of action’ was later reformulated through the metaphor of 

‘fractured ecologies’ for the same phenomenon: 

“Mutatis mutandi participants are unable to design their own conduct in such a way that it is sensible and recognizable 

to a co-participant who has only limited access to the environment in which the action is produced. In this sense, 

conduct is fractured — fractured from the environment in which it is produced and from the environment in 

which is received.” (Luff et al. 2003, p. 55, my emphasis) 

The basic idea behind the two concepts is similar, which is also demonstrated by the wording in the 

quotes above. The difference then partly boils down to the metaphors of “incongruent” versus 

“fractured”. It is worth noting that the term ‘fractured’ might carry with it some unfortunate 

misunderstandings because it means that something – usually a hard material - is broken, and has 

negative connotations from its use in medicine. Because of this, the metaphor can be misinterpreted 

as implying that something is inherently problematic in the video-mediated ecologies, i.e. a deficit-

perspective of video-mediated interaction, which is not the intention behind its use in this dissertation. 

Despite of this unfortunate potential interpretation, ‘fractured ecologies’ is used as the terminological 

gloss throughout this dissertation, as it has, in my experience, become the standard terminology 

within the EMCA research community for the described phenomenon. While the term ‘fractured 

ecologies’ describes a general observation about video-mediated interaction, several other terms 

describe connected phenomena created by the technical setup with screens and cameras. An example 

is that gaze direction cannot be accurately ascribed to a face on a screen, known as the “the Mona 

Lisa effect”. This effect has been shown to be not only relevant for gaze behaviour, but also pointing 

(Luff et al., 2016). The term originates from an experimental study by Anstis and colleagues:  

“If one walks round Rodin’s statue of Thought, the eyes of the statue appear to remain fixed on the same point in the 

Musée Rodin; but if one walks round the picture of the Mona Lisa, the eyes of the painting appear to remain fixed on 

oneself, i.e. appear to follow one around the room” (Anstis et al., 1969, p. 474) 

Another known effect is the “shiftiness effect” created by the placement of camera and screen in 

conventional video-mediating technology: 
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“When actually looking to one another on screen, participants are not looking straight at the camera, so that they appear 

to look slightly sideways to their coparticipant, leading to a kind of shiftiness effect (effet faux-jeton, De Fornel, 1994)” 

(Arminen et al., 2016, p. 298) 

This effect leaves participants with a choice regarding their public display of attention: they can either 

monitor their interlocutor (or themselves, if a vanity monitor is part of the software) on the screen or 

they can produce mock eye contact by looking straight at their camera, thereby producing an image 

that will come off as looking at their interlocutor (Hassert et al., 2016; Nielsen, 2019):  

 

 
Fig. 4. Effects on displayed gaze behaviour in a video-mediated ecology  

 

How the effect manifests itself varies dependent on both the hardware (e.g. the position of the camera 

on a computer and the size of the screen) and the specific software used (i.e. both the affordances of 

a specific application and the individualised user configurations of it). This effect is a good example 

of how a general constraint in standard video-mediating technology - the impossibility of achieving 

mutual eye contact – sets up an environment that is consequential for the participants’ social actions: 

the mutual visual monitoring and public display of attention is constrained in other ways than in a co-

present ecology. There are a number of studies that show how social actions are performed in 

particular ways suited to the video-mediated ecologies: e.g. showings (Licoppe, 2017; Licoppe et al., 

2017; Licoppe & Morel, 2014) and instructions (Duffy & Healey, 2012, 2014). The video-mediated 

ecologies’ affordances for social action is a central theme in articles 1 and 2 of this dissertation, as 

they analyse instructions. Apart from impacting participants’ design of actions, the inherent 

asymmetry of the fractured ecologies can also influence the interaction in other ways. Examples of 

this could be that access to documents might create asymmetries not encountered in face to face 

encounters (Velkovska & Zouinar, 2007), or that people might engage in other side activities, e.g. by 

engaging in parallel or “side conversations” during mediated meetings (Ruhleder & Jordan, 2001b). 

While multiactivity is a common phenomenon in various settings (Haddington et al., 2014), the 
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affordances of many video-mediating software applications might make different types of side or 

hidden activities imminent in such settings, as has been demonstrated with the possibility of chatting 

(Veyrier, 2015) and muting (Nielsen, 2013). 

 

2.1.3 Talking head configurations and mundane video direction 
 

An important aspect of the domestication of technologies that are used for social interaction is the 

emergence of norms for their use. In the case of video-mediated interaction, participants routinely 

produce a “talking heads configuration” (Licoppe & Morel, 2012, 2014), i.e. an arrangement where 

the participants produce a mutual portrait-like visual frame, as known from classical news-broadcasts 

(See fig. 4). 

 

 
                Fig. 5. Talking head configurations in different settings  

 

Producing an appropriate visual frame is an interpretive accomplishment, and it is an accountable 

matter for participants (Licoppe et al., 2013; Mondada, 2007a). As an example, deviating from the 

talking head configuration has been shown to be an accountable matter, and thereby constitutes an 

oriented-to norm (Licoppe & Morel, 2012). Video-mediated settings differ greatly in terms of how 
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mobile the cameras involved are: some involve static computers where moving the camera would 

require great effort, whereas others involve handheld, and thereby ‘intrinsically’ mobile cameras. 

When the technology requires or affords that a participant handle the camera in the course of an 

interaction, the participant acts a ‘mundane video director’ (Licoppe & Morel, 2014), and is at all 

times accountable for the shots produced. 

 

2.1.4 Affordances in video-mediated interaction 
 

The concept of affordance (Gibson, 1979) is important to the work in the dissertation. While some 

published works did use the term in EMCA during the 1990’s (e.g. Anderson & Sharrock, 1992; 

Sharrock & Coulter, 1998), its use has proliferated in the new millennium. Ian Hutchby’s 

conversation analytic work has been influential in this development (Hutchby, 2001a, 2001b, 2014), 

and the way the concept has been employed in this dissertation is inspired by his writings.  Affordance 

refers to the activities that an object makes possible in a given environment. An object’s affordances 

then, are both located in the object and in the agent who perceives the affordance. These affordances 

are both functional and relational:  

 

“[…] functional in that they enable (and also constrain) the engagement in some activity; they shape 

the conditions of possibility associated with an action. Relational, in that they may differ for one 

object in different contexts, or between different species.” (Hutchby, 2014, p. 87). 

 

This means that the affordances of a given object emerge in the interaction between an actor and the 

object. The interest in this dissertation lies in the communicative affordances (Hutchby, 2001a) and 

constraints that a given video-mediated ecology presents to the participants. Importantly, the 

communicative affordances of a setting cannot be analysed prior to social interaction taking place, 

e.g. by focusing solely on the soft- and hardware enabling video-mediated interaction. This is because 

there often is a disparity between a technology’s design features (i.e. the developer’s intended use of 

a technology) and these features in use (the end user’s actual use of the technology) (Hutchby, 2001a, 

p. 129). The analyses in the dissertation seek to investigate the features in use, or using Sacks’ words, 

how the technical apparatus is being made at home with the rest of our world (Sacks, 1992, p. 548).  
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2.2. Applied EMCA and Video Learning workshops 
 

This section reviews work in the field of applied EMCA relevant to article 4. The section positions 

the general approach taken in the PhD project towards applying research and elucidates the 

motivations for the particular focus on workshop facilitation taken in article 4. 

 

2.2.1 Interventionist CA 
 

The term ‘applied’ has several distinct meanings in the conversation analytic tradition (Antaki, 2011; 

Asmuss & Steensig, 2003). Charles Antaki (2011) distinguishes between 6 different kinds of applied 

work in the CA literature. The strand of applied work that is most relevant to this dissertation is 

interventionist applied CA, which Antaki defines as follows: 

“Interventionist applied CA has these characteristics: it is applied to an interactional problem which 

pre-existed the analyst’s arrival; it has the strong implication that a solution will be identified via 

the analysis of the sequential organisation of talk; and it is undertaken collaboratively, achieved 

with people in the local scene.” (Antaki 2011, p. 8). 

The case with the public service organisation presented in this dissertation fits the three parts of this 

definition quite well. First, the public service professionals had experienced and voiced difficulties 

with video-mediated encounters prior to the start of the research project: the video-mediated 

encounters were experienced as challenging from an emic perspective. Second, it was a goal for the 

collaboration between VMI and the organisation that the Video Learning workshops and textual 

training materials would provide practical solutions that the professionals could use in their daily 

work. Third, the whole project was collaborative: the practical solutions were not created by me as 

the analyst prior to the Video Learning workshops. Rather, the possible solutions emerged from the 

practitioners’ discussions and reflections on the workshop prompted by video clips from their daily 

work. A result of this collaborative approach was that I as a facilitator also learned a great deal about 

the participants’ perspectives through my participation in the workshops (cf. Davidsen & 

Vanderlinde, 2014). 
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2.2.2 Video Learning Workshops 
 

Interventionist CA is a relatively new subfield in applied CA. Published studies started emerging 

around the early 2000’s, with a broad special issue on Conversation Analysis and Interventions in 

Research on Language and Social Interaction (Volume 47, Issue 3, 2014) as a sign of the 

consolidation the field (see Beeke et al., 2014; Drew et al., 2014; Hepburn et al., 2014; Jenkins & 

Reuber, 2014; Koole & Mak, 2014; Luff et al., 2014; Robinson & Heritage, 2014; Stokoe, 2014; 

Wilkinson, 2014). Within this field, there has been studies that reflect upon applying CA findings in 

professional practice and presenting findings to non-CA audiences. Some of these studies report on 

efforts to use interactional data and analyses of it to create communication training workshops (e.g. 

(Antaki et al., 2015; Asmuß, 2003; Celia, 2011; Drew et al., 2014; Due et al., 2018; Due & Lange, 

2015; Finlay et al., 2011; Hepburn et al., 2014; Jenkins & Reuber, 2014; Lamerichs & te Molder, 

2011; Lange 2014a; Stokoe, 2011, 2014). The studies differ greatly in terms of how much detail they 

go into regarding the workshops: some studies simply mention that workshops were created, while 

others go into more depth with the workshop format, presenting frameworks for creating the 

workshops (e.g. Discursive Action Method (Lamerichs & te Molder, 2011), Conversation Analytic 

Role-Play Method (CARM (Stokoe, 2011, 2014), Interaction Therapy (Wilkinson, 2011), Video-

Based Reflection on Team Interaction (ViRTI, Due & Lange 2015) and Video Learning (Due et al., 

2018). The concept of Video Learning is of special interest here, as it has been the basis for the 

workshops carried out as part of the PhD project. The concept has been developed by Brian Due and 

myself through interventional projects in various professional organisations (multinational 

companies, SME’s, public institutions and NGO’s) for the last six years. These projects have circled 

around creating communication training workshops for practitioners in professional organisations 

based on the methodology and ‘analytic mentality’ of EMCA (Llewellyn, 2008). More specifically, 

the workshops evolve around showing practitioners carefully selected data from their everyday 

professional practices as a scaffold to make them reflect upon their professional practices – and 

potentially changing these practices as reflective practitioners (Schön, 1983). The concept is inspired 

by CARM (Stokoe, 2014) and while the approach has similarities to this approach, it has emerged on 

the basis of problems encountered when applying the CARM framework (Lange, 2014a). A few 

crucial differences can be highlighted here (for a lengthier discussion, see Due et. al. (2018)): 
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• The data is video recordings: Video Learning, as implied in the name, inherently involves 

showing video data to the participants on the workshop: the communication training therefore 

focuses not only on participants’ talk, but on all relevant multimodal resources employed by 

participants in their interaction. This presents the facilitator/researcher with some 

methodological challenges and considerations regarding how to present the data and 

transcriptions. 

 

• Learning is the goal: Video Learning explicitly engages with learning theory. Drawing on 

situated learning and learning in communities of practice, learning is theorised to be a socially 

and physically situated phenomenon (Lave & Wenger, 1991; Wenger, 2000). The focus on 

learning resembles ethnomethodologically inspired work centering on video as a resource for 

the training of professionals (Johansson et al., 2017; Lindwall et al., 2014) 

 

• Workshop facilitation is crucial: A consequence of the focus on learning is that the 

facilitation of the workshops is seen as crucial to securing learning outcomes of the 

workshops. Workshop facilitation is therefore explicitly treated as an important focus area for 

Video Learning facilitators. This is done partly by drawing on literature on workshop 

facilitation (Ravn, 2011; Schein, 1999) and partly by turning Video Learning workshops into 

a research object in themselves. The workshops are therefore video recorded for the dual 

purpose of allowing the facilitator to reflect upon his or her own practice and undertaking 

empirically driven research into the facilitation and interaction on these workshops. Article 4 

in this dissertation is an example of the latter. 

 

The specific focus on facilitation taken up in this dissertation is argued to be relevant not only from 

a narrow focus on improving Video Learning workshops, but for the field of applied interventionist 

EMCA in general, as it foregrounds the interactional foundation that workshops in a given setting 

rest on. It highlights the interactional resources that facilitators can make use of in situ with the goal 

of creating a tool kit for doing facilitation (Franco & Nielsen, 2018) and thereby improve their 

professional practice. The dissertation thus contributes to the field of applied EMCA by focusing on 

EMCA researchers’ situated professional practices in interventional projects which until now has 

remained largely unstudied. 
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It should be noted that using video recordings to train professionals and create reflection is by no 

means a new invention. Video Learning writes itself into a 60-year history of using video as a 

feedback tool within different fields (Fukkink et al., 2011). A non-exhaustive list of examples from 

prominent fields is within teaching (e.g. (Davidsen & Vanderlinde, 2014; Gamoran & van Es, 2009; 

Hargie et al., 1987; Kpanja, 2001; Rosaen et al., 2008), medicine (e.g. (Beckman & Frankel, 1994; 

Hulsman et al., 2009; Silverman et al., 2013), psychology (e.g (Gask, 1998; Huhra et al., 2008; 

Romans et al., 1995), pedagogy (Aarts, 2000) and professional development in general (Kennedy et 

al., 2011, 2015; Musset & Topping, 2017). The crucial difference between the myriad of video 

feedback approaches is the EMCA basis of Video Learning (Due et al., 2018) that will be clarified in 

the following chapter. 

 

Chapter 3: Methodology and analytical approach 
 

The articles in this dissertation have in common that they are based on ‘EMCA methodology’. The 

following chapter clarifies what is meant by this, and how the presented analyses emanate from the 

“domain of ethnomethodology/conversation analysis” (Sacks, 1984, p. 21). The chapter is based on 

classic methodological articles in the field and introductory volumes to the EM and CA traditions 

(Boden & Zimmerman, 1993; Have, 2007; Heritage, 1984; Hutchby & Wooffitt, 1998; Nielsen & 

Nielsen, 2005; Psathas, 1995; Schegloff, 2007; Sidnell, 2010; Sidnell & Stivers, 2012; Steensig, 

2001). 

 

3.1. A brief history of EMCA 
 

As the name implies, the EMCA tradition has origins in Ethnomethodology (Garfinkel, 1967, 2002; 

Heritage, 1984) and Conversation Analysis (Sacks et al., 1974). Both approaches study human social 

interaction, and both evolved in academic circles around the University of California Los Angeles 

during the 1960’s. It is no coincidence that they emerged just there. At the time, there was a number 

of active academic centres in California who mutually inspired and fertilized each other’s work. Most 

notably, perhaps, both EM and CA are related to the contemporary work at UC Berkeley, where the 

microsociologist Erving Goffman studied the interaction order (Goffman, 1983) and John Gumperz 

and Dell Hymes founded The ethnography of communication (Gumperz & Hymes, 1964). From a 
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chronological perspective, EM was invented first and CA can be seen as a specialized variant of 

ethnomethodological inquiry. EM was conceptualized by Harold Garfinkel with the central project 

to describe members of a social group’s methods for creating social order in their lives through their 

interaction with one another. This project – or “program” in Garfinkel’s terms (Garfinkel, 2002) - 

was radically different than the contemporary mainstream sociological research where consensus was 

that social order was created top-down through the institutions of society (Day & Wagner, 2008, p. 

33). With ethnomethodology, Garfinkel introduced an alternative to this view: a bottom-up approach 

to the same phenomenon where members’ interactions with each other represented the locus where 

social order is created and maintained as an ongoing accomplishment. The data used for 

ethnomethodological analyses was - and still remains to be - quite diverse, as a reading of e.g. 

Garfinkel’s analyses in Studies in Ethnomethodology (Garfinkel, 1967) will show. In contrast to this, 

Conversation Analysis emerged as a specialized variant of EM that focused on studying social order 

through audio recordings of naturally occurring conversations and transcriptions of these. The origin 

of CA is documented in a number of lectures by Harvey Sacks at UCLA and UC Irvine from 1964 – 

1972 (Sacks, 1992). The first findings were published in a number of articles that dealt with the 

organisation of generic practices in conversation: turn taking (Sacks et al., 1974), repair (Schegloff 

et al., 1977), and openings and closings of conversations (Schegloff, 1968; Schegloff, 1979; Schegloff 

& Sacks, 1973). Often, the inception of CA is accredited to the publication of the “turn-taking paper” 

(Sacks et al., 1974) that was to become “by far the most cited” article ever in the journal Language 

(Joseph, 2003). In it, Harvey Sacks, Emmanuel Schegloff and Gail Jefferson laid the ground for future 

conversation analytic work, though the article in itself does not proclaim a programmatic status. In 

early conversation analytic studies, the data was specifically audio recordings (Sacks et al., 1974, p. 

697), making analyses of anything other than the auditory features of the interaction impossible. A 

lot of the classical work in CA was therefore carried out on telephone data, and the focus of it 

specifically became talk-in-interaction, focusing solely on the linguistic side of interaction. With the 

increased accessibility of video cameras through the 1970’s, multimodal analyses became a feasible 

possibility for social interaction research (Erickson, 2011). In the same period, the first multimodal 

analyses based on video recorded data began to appear, pioneered by publications from Marjorie 

Harness Goodwin and Charles Goodwin (e.g. C. Goodwin, 1979; M. Goodwin, 1980). From an early 

point, then, video recordings have been part of a number of EMCA-inspired researchers’ analyses, 

though the mainstream conversation analytic work continued to focus almost exclusively on talk-in-
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interaction, following the original work of Sacks, Schegloff and Jefferson5. This division of research 

interests is still visible in the field today, exemplified by the different transcription systems employed 

(see section 3.6) that emphasize different interactional resources. As a general trend, though, the 

number of published articles based on a multimodal approach has increased, e.g. in the journal 

Research on Language and Social Interaction in the years from 1987-2013 (Nevile, 2015), as video 

technology has become more and more accessible and affordable. 

 

3.2. Basic assumptions and approach to data in this dissertation 
 

Until this point, the analyses in the dissertation have been referred to as EMCA analyses, without a 

further clarification of what that means. In the following, the approach taken in the dissertation will 

be elaborated through a presentation of core assumptions adopted from ethnomethodology and 

conversation analysis. Given the scope and focus of the dissertation frame, I will not present the basic 

analytical concepts used in the analyses (e.g. projection, preference organisation, turn constructional 

units, adjacency pairs, transition relevance, participation framework, etc.) as the use of these concepts 

should be transparent by their application in the articles. 

 

3.2.1 Assuming competence and orderliness 
 

Two related assumptions have been guiding the analyses in the dissertation. The first assumption has 

to do with the concept of members’ competence. Garfinkel describes competence in the following 

way: “I use the term 'competence' to mean the claim that a collectivity member is entitled to exercise 

that he is capable of managing his everyday affairs without interference.” (Garfinkel, 1967, p. 57). 

The notion of member is further specified as the “mastery of a natural language” (Garfinkel & Sacks, 

1970, p. 342), and this view has been adopted in the dissertation in the following way: throughout the 

analyses, I have assumed that the participants to the interaction are competent in the sense that their 

                                                
5 It might not be generally recognized that Gail Jefferson worked with the Goodwins on video recordings in the early 

1970’s. Amongst other things she worked on a transcription system that would work for representing embodied interaction 

in 1973 (M. H. Goodwin & Cekaite, 2018, p. 33; Hepburn & Bolden, 2017, p. 6). 
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displayed, interactional conduct is not random, unsystematic or inappropriate6. Connected to 

participants’ assumed competence is another assumption or working hypothesis that there must be 

‘order at all points’ (Sacks, 1984, p. 22). This expectation of orderliness has guided the work in the 

dissertation in the way that I have tried to preserve the detailed structure of talk-in-interaction as 

accurately as possible in the iterative process of analysis and transcription of the video data.  

 

3.2.2 Multimodality 
 

The work in this dissertation is inspired by the work in EMCA that has increasingly expanded the 

focus on talk-in-interaction to include various other resources that participants employ in interaction 

e.g. embodied actions, the mobility of actors and the material environment (e.g. (C. Goodwin, 1981; 

Heath et al., 2010; Streeck et al., 2011). The analyses presented thereby aspire to account for the 

various resources that are accountably employed by participants at any given moment in the analysed 

interaction. This approach is grounded in the understanding that the construction of human action 

relies on various resources that are combinatorial in nature:  

 

“The ability to construct action by joining different kinds of materials with complementary 

properties into a package where each can elaborate the others (linguistic structure and prosody, 

gesture, phenomena in the world, etc.) is central to the omnivorous combinatorial power of human 

action.” (C. Goodwin, 2018, p. 13) 

 

The analytical approach taken can thus be said to be “multimodal” (Mondada, 2014c; Streeck et al., 

2011). The interest in the analyses is thus how the different modalities represent a coherent 

interactional configuration (or complex multimodal gestalt (Mondada, 2014c) that cannot be 

understood by focusing on the constituent modalities alone, but instead must be considered as one 

unified semiotic ecology (C. Goodwin, 2000). The perspective taken in the dissertation then, is that 

turns at talk are not merely “opportunities to produce strips of speech”, but instead “may be more 

                                                
6 In article 1, the analysed extract might call into question one of the participants’ language proficiencies or even cognitive 

ability, as the sequence has ‘atypical’ characteristics (Antaki & Wilkinson, 2012). However, as it is argued in the article 

itself, the participants do not treat the interaction as atypical, and the extract has been analysed assuming that both 

participants are competent members. 
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adequately conceptualized as a temporally unfolding stream of multimodal conduct” (Hayashi, 2005, 

p. 47). In the analyses in the dissertation, an emphasis is sometimes placed on one resource or the 

other, following a common division of the modalities into the ‘spoken, the bodily and the material’ 

(Heath & Luff, 2012). This is, of course, an analytical construction that may serve presenting a certain 

claim in an analysis, but should not be mistaken for a general segregational view of the participants’ 

interactional resources. The term ‘multimodality’ has been seen to carry with it some unfortunate 

inferences, e.g. that analyses of talk-in-interaction on the basis of audio recorded conversations can 

be seen as “monomodal”, as it is only the acoustic data, i.e. the speech sounds, that are analysed. This 

view is misleading, as speech itself is comprised of several modalities as highlighted in studies within 

the field of interactional linguistics (Couper-Kuhlen & Selting, 2017; Selting & Couper-Kuhlen, 

2001). The reason for choosing to explicitly call the analyses in the dissertation ‘multimodal’ in this 

dissertation is to explicitly address the field of multimodal or embodied EMCA analyses (Nevile, 

2015) that the dissertation seeks to write itself into. 

 

3.2.3 Sequentiality and simultaneity 
 

The analyses in the dissertation draw on the strong foundation of conversation analytic literature that 

has demonstrated how sequential organisation is central to human interaction (e.g. (Sacks et al., 1974; 

Schegloff, 2007). The sequential organisation of turns means that the recognizability of actions rely 

heavily on the sequential context in which they are produced. Any turn will have the dual properties 

of being both context-shaped, fitted to the immediately preceding turn, and context-renewing, setting 

up the context for the following turn (Heritage, 1987). This means that in order to make sense of what 

the participants in a given video recorded stretch of interaction are doing, I have considered both the 

internal composition of the actions and their sequential position. In the analyses, I have recurrently 

relied on the next turn proof procedure (Heritage, 1984; Sacks et al., 1974) in the analysis of 

participants’ actions: the participants continuously make their understandings of the prior turn 

publicly available for one another on a turn-by-turn basis – and thereby also for me, the analyst. While 

canonical studies of talk-in-interaction within CA has focused largely on sequentiality, studies of the 

embodied or multimodal accomplishment of human interaction show how courses of action are 

constructed through the simultaneous employment of various interactional resources with different 

properties (Deppermann & Günthner, 2015). Such studies have complemented the sequential analysis 

in the dissertation by adding a focus on simultaneity. Analytically, this has meant that close attention 
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has been paid to what behaviours are produced at the same time and how simultaneous production is 

possible (Deppermann, A. & Schmitt, 2007). Further, the analyses of embodied behaviour such as 

gestures have been guided by what action sequences (Streeck, 2009) they can be seen to be part of, 

which is a broader understanding of the term sequence than in canonical conversation analysis (e.g. 

Schegloff, 2007). 

 

3.2.3 Induction and unmotivated looking 
 

It is a basic principle within CA analyses of social interaction that the analyst approaches the data 

through ‘unmotivated looking’ (Psathas, 1995). Unmotivated looking entails not approaching the data 

with a hypothesis to be tested, but looking for interesting interactional phenomena to manifest 

themselves in the data. In this sense, CA is ideally an inductive enterprise where the analyst draws 

conclusions solely from observations in the data (Nielsen & Nielsen, 2005). ‘Ideally’ is intentionally 

foregrounded here, as the position can be criticised from a hermeneutic angle for not acknowledging 

that an analyst cannot approach data without fore-judgments (Vorurteil, (Gadamer, 1975)). In the 

following, I will reflect on how my analytic practice has strived to live up to the ideal of induction in 

EMCA research. 

 

It would be naïve to suggest that the analyses presented in the articles that make up this dissertation 

have not been motivated by certain factors. One obvious motivation for the analyses is that they are 

part of a research project focusing specifically on video-mediated interaction in professional settings 

from an EMCA perspective. While this overall framing of the project has not determined what 

phenomena I could possibly notice when looking through the data, it surely has motivated that some 

phenomena are more noticeable than others. By noticeable, I mean that certain phenomena were more 

salient and interesting in the general frame of “video-mediated interaction”. This frame has prompted 

me to discard phenomena that do not somehow – while they might be interesting in their own terms 

– illuminate video-mediated social interaction. To put it in another way: what counts as a reportable 

and interesting phenomenon is, if not always, then surely in regard to this dissertation, motivated by 

things outside the data. In what ways can the analyses in the dissertation be said to be products of an 

inductive methodology, then? The approach to analysis has been inductive in the sense that I have 

consciously let my initial observations when working with the data guide the ensuing iterative stages 

of analysis, transcription and reading of relevant literature, rather than letting a pre-defined focus (and 
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literature) lead the way. The findings of the articles in the dissertation have thus been crystallised 

through an explorative process with induction as the (practically unobtainable) ideal. 

 

3.4 Challenges for doing EMCA in video-mediated settings 

 
An important source of inspiration for the analytical approach in this dissertation is the article 

“Respecifying Mediated Interaction” (Arminen et al., 2016) that introduces the special issue “Orders 

of Interaction in Mediated Settings,” in Research on Language and Social Interaction. The reason for 

this is that it offers methodological insights and caveats on how to approach the collection of data 

and analysis of video-mediated interaction that have been formative for the work compiled in this 

dissertation. There are several important points on avoiding pitfalls in studying video-mediated 

interaction that have guided the approach in the dissertation and these will be summarized and 

expanded in the following. 
 

3.4.1. What does ‘mediated interaction’ mean? 
 

The first thing to be conscious of is that the term ‘mediated interaction’ is used rather differently in 

different academic traditions and everyday language and a bit of terminological clarification is thus 

in place. When used conventionally, ‘mediated interaction’ might imply a contrast with ‘unmediated 

interaction’ that carries with it the Cartesian dualism of mind and body: ‘unmediated interaction’ in 

this perspective would involve a perceiver getting access to an object in the world without anything 

mediating this perception. ‘Video-mediated interaction’, then, is used to describe how the screens and 

cameras stand between an object in the world and the representation of that object in the perceiver’s 

mind. The stance taken in this dissertation is sceptical towards this distinction, and is instead inspired 

by a phenomenological approach where perception is always “mediated” by a sensing body: 

 
“The kind of a relational perspective that characterizes phenomenology or pragmatism avoids such dualism and 

emphasizes not so much the mental representation of the world but a situated, action-driven, and embodied engagement 

with the world. In enactive approaches to perception, there can be no “pure,” “unmediated” perception (Gallagher & 

Zahavi, 2008; Sellars, 1963).” (Arminen et al., 2016, p. 292) 
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3.4.3 Comparing face to face and video-mediated interaction 
 

The driving ambition behind a multitude of studies of video-mediated interaction from other 

perspectives than EMCA is comparing face to face interaction to video-mediated interaction (see e.g. 

Doherty-Sneddon et al., 1997; Fullwood, 2007; Gournaris & Leigh, 2019; O’Malley et al., 1996). 

Following the EMCA perspective, the approach in this dissertation is that interaction between 

physically co-present participants or ‘face-to-face’ interaction is not an omnirelevant baseline for 

evaluating video-mediated interaction: 

 
“Clearly, there are important lessons to be learned from a comparison between mediated communication and face-to-

face interaction. However, we argue that to use the real-world baseline to evaluate the efficacy and value of media 

spaces is to miss the point. The media space world is the real world; it is a place where real people, in real working 

relationships, engage in real interactions.” (Dourish et al., 1996, p. 59) 

 

This does not mean, as the quote above also points out, that comparative analyses of heterogenous 

settings are never warranted or fruitful from an EMCA perspective, but rather that the starting point 

of the analyses in this dissertation has not generally been to compare across settings. Article 2 is an 

exemption to this, as this article specifically explores how the “same” instructional sequence plays 

out in two different ecologies. It has been argued that “comparison is a fundamental analytical 

strategy in CA” (Kasper & Wagner, 2014, p. 180) and the ambition of the article is to showcase a 

“felicitous comparison” (Arminen et al. 2016: 301). The approach taken to this end is to carefully 

consider the practices under scrutiny in their local context, i.e. the sequential position, material setup 

and larger activity that the analysed practices are produced into.  

 

3.4.4 Demonstrating the procedural consequentiality of video mediation 
 

The ambition of the analyses of video-mediated interaction in this dissertation is to show how the 

particular video-mediating technology sets up opportunities and constraints for certain actions and 

thereby partly shapes participants’ publicly observable practices. A central focus in the work 

presented is therefore what features of the technology are relevant for the participants’ practices in a 

given interaction and how the analysis can show a connection between practices of the participants 

and the affordances in the interactional ecology. In order to keep this ambition in mind, the analyses 

in the dissertation seek to illuminate the procedural consequentiality of the mediation: 
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“The relationship between a given practice (or its local use) and the affordances of the medium should be explicitly 

accounted for in order to present legitimately the practice as mediated. We must seek to prove the role of mediation for 

the participants by showing that it is relevant to them and procedurally consequential for the particular aspect of 

interaction in the achievement of the participants’ action (Schegloff, 1992, p. 194)” (Arminen et al., 2016, p. 303) 
 

3.4.5 The problem of multiple sequentialities 
 

In analysing face-to-face encounters, EMCA researchers ordinarily assume that the timing of a 

participant’s action such as a turn-at-talk is available to the co-participants simultaneously. In many 

respects, this assumption is central to the EMCA enterprise: without it, a sequential approach to 

studying intersubjective processes of social interaction would seem meaningless. While this 

assumption is seemingly uncontroversial and unproblematic, the case of video-mediated interaction 

poses a specific methodological challenge because of the inherent transmission delay or time lag in 

current video-mediating technologies. Lag constitutes “an unavoidable fact of life in distributed 

applications” (Olbertz-Siitonen, 2015) and it gives rise to disruptions of the turn-taking system such 

as unintended interruptions and mistimed responses (Ruhleder & Jordan, 2001a). How much delay 

there will be at a particular moment in time cannot be predicted in advance, as the amount of lag 

fluctuates during a video-mediated encounter due to various technical factors. This means that some 

lag is to be expected at any given moment in the interaction, even if the participants are not orienting 

towards it as relevant. The consequence of the lag is that the assumed simultaneous, publicly available 

sequentiality is changed into multiple sequentialities: one for the participant(s) in each geographical 

location that is connected to the video-mediated encounter. While the relevant issue for each 

participant is still ‘why that now’ (Schegloff & Sacks, 1973, p. 299), the work of the EMCA analyst 

potentially becomes answering ‘why those nows?’. While this phenomenon has gone generally 

undiscussed in the EMCA literature on video-mediated interaction, some scholars do explicitly 

address how they deal with it analytically. As examples, Olbertz-Siitonen (2015) only analyses the 

perspective from one participant at a time, and  Hansen (Hansen, 2020a, 2020b; Hansen & Svennevig, 

2020) works with footage and transcripts from both locations of an interaction to compare the 

different sequential contexts of participants’ actions. In relation to the analyses in this dissertation, 

the phenomenon of time lag has been dealt with in two ways. In articles 1 and 2 which are based on 

a dataset of synchronous recordings from two locations, I have consulted the videos from both 

locations to secure that there was no significant time lag (see section 3.5.1 below). In article 3 which 



 

 

38 

is based solely on recordings from one geographic location, my approach has worked with only one 

perspective. In all the articles, I have been conscious not to give phenomena such as pauses the same 

analytical weight as I would have in co-present settings. To be more precise, I have been careful not 

to build any arguments exclusively around subtle timings of participants turns familiar from classical 

CA work (e.g. the different affordances in the timing of overlap onset (Jefferson, 1986)).  

 

3.5. Data collection and treatment 
 

As pointed out in the introduction, the data for this dissertation was collected as part of VMI. In the 

following, the approach to data collection is sketched out and considerations regarding ethics, legal 

aspects and recording setups are presented.  

 

3.5.1 Data  
 

The data pool in the VMI project is comprised of a number of smaller datasets collected in various 

institutions in Denmark and across the European continent during 2017 and 2018 by researchers, 

employees and students at the Centre of Interaction Research and Communication Design at the 

University of Copenhagen. In total, the dataset consists of over 100 hours of video recordings, and 

therefore only the parts of the dataset that have been used in this dissertation will be described below. 

Figure 6 below provides an overview of the data used in the dissertation: 

 

Article in 
dissertation 

Setting Hours of 
recordings 

Type of data Recording setup Participants 

1  Public Service 
(broad citizen service)  

8 hours Video-mediated 
  

Synchronous recordings Professional 
Citizen 
(mostly dyadic) 

2 Public Service 
(passport ordering) 

10 hours Video-mediated 
 

and 
 

Face to face  

Synchronous recordings  
 

and 
  

Single angle  

Professional 
Citizen 
(Dyadic) 

3 Physiotherapy 5 hours Video-mediated   Multiple angles recorded 
from one location 

Physiotherapist 
Client 
(Dyadic) 

4 Workshops  10 hours Face to face  Two angles Facilitator  
Participants 
(Multiparty) 

  
Total: 33 hours    

Fig. 6. Datasets in the dissertation 
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As can be seen, the data stems from three different settings: public service (video-mediated and face-

to-face citizen service encounters), video-mediated physiotherapy and workshops for practitioners. 

The workshops were carried out on the basis of carefully selected video clips from the citizen service 

encounters used for articles 1 and 2 in the dissertation. All participants in all of the datasets used in 

the dissertation have been informed both orally and through written information of the context, 

intended use and anonymization of the recordings, and they have signed informed consent forms. The 

original data, consent forms and other relevant material are stored in encrypted hard disks in a secure 

physical location that comply with the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) of the European 

Union. During the transcription and handling of the data, all names and other linguistic items have 

been treated so they cannot be used to identify the participants. Further, the visual frames used for 

the articles have been anonymized using editing software for blurring videos and images (PicSketch, 

Wondershare Filmora and FinalCut) and applying drawn layers to image files in the raster graphics 

editors and drawing applications (Gimp and SketchBookPro). The data that was collected 

synchronously posed a specific methodological challenge. To avoid theoretical problems in 

connection with synchronizing the footage from the two locations (see section 3.4.5), the approach 

has been to first view the footage separately before any transcription of them. As the categorization 

and transcription of the footage progressed, it became clear that time lag was seldom something that 

was immediately witnessable to me as an analyst, and rarely was it something the participants oriented 

to7. All of the synchronously recorded sequences analysed in the dissertation have been checked to 

see if they are influenced by time lag (e.g. visible in differences in transcriptions of the audio from 

both locations), and only when this has been found not to be the case, these clips have been 

synchronised using sound waveforms from both locations.  

 

3.5.2 “Naturally occurring” interaction 
 

Until now, the data used for the dissertation has been described as recordings of ‘naturally occurring’ 

interaction. This characterisation dates back to the first publications within CA (Sacks et al., 1974) 

and lies deeply rooted within the naturalistic approach to data collection within EMCA: the research 

                                                
7 Time lag only plays a role in one encounter in the physiotherapy data, the participants run into technical problems related 

to time lag and spend most of the encounter trying to fix the problems. Excerpts from this encounter have not been used 

in the dissertation. 
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interest lies in participants’ endogenous organisation of social activities in natural settings. In the 

following, I will describe what a ‘naturalistic approach’ has meant in relation to the data collection 

in the PhD project. In the process of collecting data I have strived to be minimally invasive and to 

exert minimal control of the setting. This means that the goal of the data collection has been to 

preserve the social activity as it takes place in its ordinary ecology without trying to exercise any 

control over participants’ actions (e.g. imposing tasks, topics, objects or place for the interaction). 

While this was relatively straightforward to achieve in the recordings of the video-mediated meetings 

across organisations, it was less so in the Video Learning workshops. Due to my role as the workshop 

facilitator, I was a participant in the interaction and thereby exerted a considerable amount of control 

of the activities undertaken in the workshop. Using such data opens up for a discussion about the 

‘natural/contrived distinction’ that has been a matter of lively debate (Lynch, 2002; Potter, 2002; 

Speer, 2002; Tenhave, 2002). While it is outside the scope of this dissertation to outline the positions 

taken in depth, I will justify using the data in the dissertation based on the observation that the “quality 

of the data, including its naturalness, is always relative to the analytic context in which it functions 

as data, so it is never an inherent property of the materials (recordings, transcripts).” (ten Have, 2002, 

p. 529). As the analytic interest regarding the recordings in this dissertation is the interactional 

facilitation of workshops, I will argue in line with Potter (2002, p. 539) that this research topic 

“naturalizes” the interaction in question, and using the recordings is thus sensible analytical conduct.  

 

3.5.3 The presence of the cameras 
 

The naturalistic approach to data collection described in the previous section has been critiqued for 

neglecting the observers’ paradox that states that the recording of data changes the natural activity: 

“To obtain the data most important for linguistic theory, we have to observe how people speak when 

they are not being observed.” (Labov, 1972, p. 113).  The consensus within the EMCA literature is 

that the cameras are not omni-relevant for the participants (Mondada, 2012), and normally do not 

influence the activities recorded in significant ways. In the case of the studies in this dissertation, my 

impression from reviewing the data and speaking to the participants is the same: they were not 

influenced by the presence of the cameras. As the participants’ actions “cannot be imagined but only 

actually found” (Garfinkel, 1996, p. 8), I will not speculate what participants might have done if there 

had been no cameras present. Rather, I will mention two empirical points to back up my impression. 

First and foremost, the participants arguably do accomplish interacting with each other and achieving 
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institutional goals in the recorded interaction. This validates my analyses of the resources they employ 

in this interaction. Secondly, the participants rarely oriented to the cameras in the recordings, and 

when they did, it was never used as a vehicle for problematising the presence of it. 

 

3.5.4 Recording setups 
 

A crucial part of video-based research is gaining access to the setting in focus and setting up video 

cameras so that they will capture the naturally occurring interaction in a way that will make it 

accessible for analysis. In most cases, the camera setup becomes a compromise between a 

hypothetically optimal recording setup and a practically feasible and a legally and ethically justifiable 

one. In other words, recording itself is a situated practice (Mondada, 2012). This dissertation is no 

exception, and there has been some major limitations in regard to some recordings of the video-

mediated interaction. In EMCA research, the aim of data collection is to capture the conduct of all 

relevant participants to an interaction, i.e. capturing the whole participation framework (Mondada, 

2012). For video recordings, this means camera shots that include the participants’ actions and tools 

manipulated or artefacts attended to by the participants. For video-mediated interaction specifically, 

the screens on which the participants can see images of each other are central to the analysis of how 

they accomplish interaction. It would seem obvious then, to “take advantage of the embedded 

recording potentialities of the medium used for the interaction during data collection” (Arminen et 

al., 2016, p. 305), i.e. use screen recording software to get a precise record of what is visibly available 

for the participants on their screens. Such screen recordings can be argued to come close to a 

member’s perspective of the interaction, as they are a documentation of what the participants make 

visible to each other inside the “evidential boundaries” (Goffman, 1974) afforded by the screen. To 

get access to such screen recordings, however, often proved to be difficult or even unobtainable in 

practice. In the case of the public service institution and many of the health care institutions involved 

in VMI, it was prohibited to install screen recording software for legal reasons. This came down to 

the consideration of protecting the participants’ private data: often, the professionals would consult 

databases with personal information (e.g. Det Centrale Personregister and medical journals) on their 

screens, and therefore it was an institutional policy that recording the screens was not allowed. This 

meant that screen recordings were possible for the physiotherapy consultations (article 3), but not for 

the public service institution (article 1 and 2). This is not to say that the data without screen recordings 

are not suitable for analysis, but rather that the analyst cannot make robust claims about the visibility 
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of certain actions in the video-mediated ecology. With this limitation in mind, the video recordings 

do, to reuse the words of Sacks, constitute a “’good enough’ record of what happened” (Sacks, 1984, 

p. 26) thereby enabling analysis. Regarding the actual cameras and placement of cameras in the 

different settings, the interaction was recorded on GoPro cameras mounted on flexible clamps. The 

benefit of the relatively small cameras is that they are relatively unintrusive, and that they can be 

installed quickly and positioned quite freely in different recording environments. The camera 

perspective employed was generally a stable mid-shot, which “has become the conventional way that 

audio-visual materials are recorded in workplace studies” (Luff & Heath, 2012, p. 264). For the 

settings in this dissertation, the stable mid-shot was suitable, as the participants do not leave the 

recorded space during the duration of the encounters. Whenever possible, the interaction was filmed 

from multiple angles, in order not to risk losing phenomena that might become interesting in the 

course of analysing the video recordings (McIlvenny & Davidsen, 2017).  
 

3.6. Transcription in the dissertation 
 

Within video-based EMCA studies, there are various ways of transcribing the video recordings that 

constitute a researcher’s primary data. The following section presents the considerations behind the 

choices regarding transcription and presentation of the data in this dissertation. The transcripts in the 

dissertation draw on the Jeffersonian conventions for the talk and verbal conduct (Jefferson, 1985, 

2004) and the Mondadian framework for embodied actions (Mondada, 2014a, 2018, 2019). Both 

frameworks have certain strengths and weaknesses that will be discussed in the following. 

 

3.6.1 Transcribing audio 
  

Part of CA’s success the last 50 years as a rigorous scientific enterprise is undoubtedly Gail 

Jefferson’s invention of the transcription system that has unravelled details of talk-in-interaction that 

possibly would have otherwise escaped analytical attention. Transcription works as a ‘noticing 

device’ (ten Have, 2007, p. 95) that allows the researcher to scrutinize orderly features of the 

participants’ verbal productions and thus the transcription system is very consequential for what can 

be noticed. But while Jeffersonian transcription has seemed to be synonymous with doing CA for 

many of its practitioners, the system has also generated critique from different traditions (for a more 

detailed treatment see Hepburn & Bolden (2017)), and some alternative transcription systems have 
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been proposed (e.g. GAT/GAT2 (Selting et al., 1998; Selting et al., 2009) and the UC Santa Barbara 

Conventions (Du Bois, 2006; Du Bois et al., 1992). There are two major criticisms of the Jefferson 

system that are relevant to this dissertation: the use of non-standard orthography and the way phonetic 

features are transcribed and talked about. First, the practice of using non-standard orthography and 

somewhat idiosyncratic spellings has presented me, the transcriber, with a dilemma regarding how to 

represent linguistic variation within the data corpora I have worked with. Guided by Jakob Steensig’s 

principles for good transcription practice on Danish talk-in-interaction (in (Nielsen & Nielsen, 2005, 

pp. 196–197), I have tried to balance the contrasting concerns of readability (which favours standard 

orthography), and that of capturing as much detail as possible (which enables the analyst to discover 

orderly conduct in unexpected loci, living up to the working hypothesis of ‘order at all points’(Sacks, 

1984, p. 22)). Second, phoneticians have argued that use of the Jefferson system involves a certain 

level of analysis, and that the standard transcription symbols encourage conflation of form and 

function, e.g. in the descriptions such as “turn-final-level or continuing intonation” that is common 

in the CA literature (Walker, 2014, pp. 8–9). In a similar vein, Local and Walker (Local & Walker, 

2012) show how a fall-to-low pitch contour is often but not always associated with turn transition and 

thus the term “final intonation” is a problematic conflation of form and function. I have been 

conscious of these pitfalls in using the Jefferson system and the transcriptions in the dissertation 

should be read as formal descriptions of what I have perceived when transcribing the data. In cases 

where it has been crucial for the analysis and argument presented or where I have doubted my hearing, 

I have used software for phonetic analysis for precise depictions of pitch contours. An example of 

this could be from article 4, where the following turn-at-talk occurs in example 1: 
 

 

 

          Fig 7. An example of transcription of falling intonation (from Article 4, p. 183) 

 

In the example, we see how the facilitator produces the activity-initating question ‘What do you 

think’ (“Hva tænker i.”). The turn is transcribed with a dot at the end, marking falling intonation. 

This transcription is based on a pitch contour analysis (created in Praat), depicted in the following 

figure:  

3    F: Hva tænker i.  

 What do you think. 
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Fig. 8. Pitch contour of the TCU 

 

The utterance has a clear fall at the end of the unit, that is described by the dot in the transcript. While 

it can be argued that this turn is prosodically designed as a complete TCU (i.e. with “final” 

intonation), this does not automatically follow from a dot in the transcript. The level of phonetic detail 

provided by drawn pitch contours has been deemed irrelevant for the analytical points made in the 

articles (and thereby also the intended journals and audience of the articles), and have therefore been 

left out of the transcripts in the dissertation.  

 

3.6.2 Transcribing video 
 

As Lorenza Mondada points out, a multimodal re-presentation of video recorded data is in itself an 

analysis; it constitutes a particular analytical accomplishment and homogenization of multimodal 

transcripts seems more problematic to achieve than for audio transcription standards (Mondada, 

2007b, p. 819). In other words, any transcript of embodied interaction inescapably involves a selective 

representation of what is visible in the video recording and is thus influenced by the research interest 

of the analyst (Nevile, 2015, p. 132). As a consequence, there are a multitude of transcription practices 

within video-based EMCA studies of technology-saturated institutional settings similar to the ones 

studied in this dissertation (e.g. (C. Goodwin & Goodwin, 1996; Heath & Luff, 1996; Suchman, 

1987)). The Mondadian framework was deemed very suitable to the aims of this dissertation, as the 

analytic focus is on the simultaneous and sequential orchestration of participants’ interactional 

resources. The transcription system allows for a quite precise representation of participants’ timing 

of verbal and embodied conduct, and adding still photos to aid textual descriptions of these. Further, 

the framework allows the transcriber to easily incorporate electronic actions (Muñoz, 2016) that is 
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often featured in video-mediating software and institutional settings (e.g. the blinking of scanners in 

article 2 or the appearance of presentation slides in article 4). A drawback in the Mondadian 

framework is its readability; even with training, transcripts might come off as overloaded with 

information. I have tried to weigh the information of the transcripts accordingly, and the transcripts 

are consciously selective: they only incorporate information that will hopefully allow the reader to 

follow the grounds on which the analysis presented is based on. It is my best judgement that the 

transcripts are readable to the EMCA community that is the audience of this dissertation, but I have 

received very different reactions from reviewers: e.g. some would like more linguistic detail, some 

less. From my perspective, this goes to show how transcriptions are not merely formal descriptions 

of perceivable phenomena, but also specialised rhetorical texts that have to be designed with 

particular audiences in mind. To secure the anonymity of the participants, still frames from the video 

data has undergone considerable editing. In article 1, the still frames have simply been blurred to 

make participants unrecognizable using editing software (Wondershare Filmora). In articles 2-4, the 

still frames have undergone more intense editing inspired by my previous work with anonymisation 

(Due & Lange, 2017, 2018a, 2018b). Crucially, the still frames have been converted into outline 

drawings that are inspired very much by the work of the Goodwins (for numerous examples from 

their extensive work see (C. Goodwin, 2018; M. Goodwin & Cekaite, 2018). While practices of 

drawing may be used as an exploratory method for interaction research (Albert et al., 2019), the use 

of drawings in this dissertation is more in line with “graphic transcripts” (Laurier, 2014): the 

drawings, still images and arrows in the transcripts are merely used to illustratively present findings 

whilst securing the anonymity of the participants. 

 

3.7 Levels of analysis 
  

Going from unedited video recordings to the analyses presented in the dissertation was an iterative 

process that can be divided into three levels of analysis. The first level of analysis involved seeing 

the video recorded material in its full length, making initial categorisations of the encounters using 

log books. The log books described the empirical material on different levels in order to make it easier 

to navigate the data and retrieve relevant fragments in the later stages of analysis (Due, 2017, pp. 91–

93). In this process the data was progressively logged in more and more detail, noting activities, 

actions, interesting phenomena and episodes along the way. The second level of analysis consisted 

of the rough transcription of single episodes of interaction, noting rough timings of embodied conduct 
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and making preliminary collections of candidate phenomena. This stage of the process was conducted 

using CLAN (MacWhinney, 2000), that aided in the iterative process of noticing and transcribing 

verbal and embodied conduct in progressively more detail. While the use of such software 

inescapably enhances aspects of the data (Mondada, 2007b, p. 812), it was an indispensable aid in 

processing of the data, especially in scrutinizing the same sequence from different camera angles with 

precision. In the last stage of analysis, the transcripts were crystallised in the sense that still frames 

were created and inserted into the transcripts. The examples used in the articles of the dissertation 

were chosen from this pool of transcripts, and as the last thing, the different anonymisation layers 

were added to the still frames. 

 

3.8. Ethnography and background knowledge in the dissertation 
 

The role of ethnography in conversation analysis has been, and still is, a matter of debate for some 

EMCA researchers. On the one hand, some have argued for a “culturally-contexted CA” (Moerman, 

1987), where the researcher supplies her analysis with descriptions of the socio-cultural context. 

Others have argued quite strongly against this position, as it, in their perspective, entails imposing 

external characterisations on the interaction analysed, and that an analysis should demonstrate that 

the participants are oriented to a category, if it is to be taken as relevant and procedurally 

consequential for the interaction in the setting (e.g. Schegloff, 1987, 2009). In the following section, 

I will outline the stance taken in this dissertation and the role of ethnographic knowledge within it. 

As previously described, the dissertation is based on data collected in two different organisations: a 

public service organisation (articles 1, 2 and 4) and a private organisation that provides services 

related to healthcare, including physiotherapy (article 3). My relationship to these organisations as a 

researcher has been very different, and thus represents two opposite approaches to doing EMCA 

research in institutional settings. 

 

In the case of the private organisation, the active gathering of ethnographic background knowledge 

did not play any significant role for me as a researcher. After receiving information that the 

organisation had recently started a pilot project using video-mediated physiotherapy consultations, 

researchers from VMI contacted the organisation to inquire whether it would be possible to record 

such consultations for research purposes. After initial contact with stakeholders in the organisation, 

they agreed to let researchers from the VMI project video record a number of video-mediated 
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physiotherapy consultations. These consultations were recorded within a few days in October 2017, 

and no further data collection or collaboration was agreed. The arrangement was purely “pro bono” 

in the sense that the organisation did not demand any results or feedback from the collaboration. 

While the gathering of this data would not have been possible without a general understanding and 

knowledge of the workings of the institution, e.g. what kind of activity a physiotherapy consultation 

is, there was no focus on gathering additional ethnographic knowledge in relation with approaching 

the organisation and collecting data within it.  

 

In contrast to this, my relationship with the public service organisation has crucially involved actively 

gathering and putting ethnographic data to use. From early on in the contact with stakeholders in the 

organisation, the relation between the VMI project and the organisation was framed as a longitudinal 

collaborative and interventionist project (Antaki, 2011). The organisation had an interest in 

developing and improving their video-mediated services, and the VMI project offered data driven 

insights and communication training on this matter. The collaborative project spanned over a year, 

from initial contact in the end of 2016, over data collection in and Video Learning workshops in 2017, 

to closing, evaluative meetings with relevant stakeholders in the beginning of 2018. The data 

collection involved several researchers and student assistants from the VMI project, and consisted of 

stages of collecting different data types: video recordings of service encounters, interviews, 

observational field notes, photos and contextual inquiry. This ethnographic fieldwork constituted, in 

the words of Mondada, a “proto-analysis” which has informed my decisions about what activities to 

record, and how they should be recorded (Mondada, 2012, p. 38). Further, the meetings, informal 

conversations and interviews with professionals of the organisation, though they are not explicitly 

accounted for in this dissertation, made it possible for me to arrange and conduct the Video Learning 

workshops for the practitioners of the organisation in a meaningful way that was sensitive to their 

experiences, goals and practical constraints and possibilities in their work environment. In this sense, 

ethnographic knowledge and fieldwork has played a big part in the preparation of this dissertation, 

albeit it is not visible in the analyses of the articles, as they seek to build their arguments on the 

participants’ locally displayed orientations in the video recordings. 

 

3.9 Involvement in co-authored articles 
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Two of the articles in this dissertation have been co-authored. In the following section, my 

contributions to the individual articles will be accounted for. 

 

Article 1 (“Mimicable embodied demonstration in a decomposed sequence: Two aspects of recipient 

design in professionals’ video-mediated encounters”) was written as a collaboration between myself, 

Mie Femø Nielsen, Brian Due and Celine Jarlskov and published in Journal of Pragmatics with Brian 

Due as main author. The data for the article was collected in collaboration between myself and 

researchers and students at Centre for Interaction Research and Communication Design. My role in 

writing the article was the handling the data and preparing it for analysis: i.e. synchronising, 

anonymising, and transcribing the data. Through this first analysis, I chose the excerpts to be 

scrutinised in more detail. Further analytical points regarding the specific excerpt analysed in the 

article was co-developed through a data session at the Centre for Interaction Research and 

Communication Design. The final text was co-created by the co-authors through iterative stages of 

editing and commenting the manuscript. In this process, I wrote the first drafts of the sections: “1. 

The setting and the data”, “2. The fractured ecology of video-mediated interaction” and “4. Analysis: 

the structural evolution of instructional actions” and contributed with revisions and comments to all 

parts of the manuscript in the review process. 

 

Article 4 (“Managing turn transitions in plenum: a multimodal study of “gaps” in workshop 

interaction”) was written as a collaboration between myself and Brian Due. The manuscript has been 

submitted to Linguistics and Education with me as main and corresponding author. Some of the ideas 

presented in the paper are partly inspired by prior collaborative work by the authors on silences 

following plenary questions in Video Learning workshops (Lange & Due, 2017), and is a natural 

extension of this collaboration. My role in the preparation of the article was that I planned and 

conducted the Video Learning workshops, as well as collecting the video recorded data in this 

process. After the workshops, I prepared the data for analysis: synchronising, anonymizing and 

transcribing the data. In this process, I compiled the collection of excerpts that constitutes the basis 

for the article. After this initial analysis, the analytical findings were revised and refined through data 

sessions with Brian Due. In the text production phase, I wrote the first and subsequent drafts, with 

Brian Due suggesting conceptual revisions in an iterative, collaborative process of revision. 
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Chapter 4: Overview of the results of this study  
 

This chapter offers a resume of the articles in the dissertation. The articles in the dissertation make 

up a coherent whole by being products from the same research process, i.e. the PhD project. The 

order of presentation below reflects the two stages of research in the project: the analyses of video-

mediated interaction in professional settings are presented first (articles 1-3), the work from the 

application of insights from these analyses in Video Learning workshops is presented last (article 4).  

 

4.1 Article 1: Mimicable embodied demonstration in a decomposed sequence: 

Two aspects of recipient design in professionals' video-mediated encounters  
 

The focus of this article is on instructions on locating an object in video-mediated interaction. The 

article presents a single case analysis of an extended instructional sequence, where the instructor 

attempts and ultimately succeeds to instruct her co-participant to locate and use a scanner. Treating 

this single case as a “troublemaker” (Garfinkel, 2002, p. 126), the article uses the fractured ecology 

(Luff et al., 2003) of the setting as a perspicuous site for zooming in on and highlighting the taken 

for granted knowledge that ordinarily goes into a successful instruction sequence. The excerpt 

analysed is from an eight-hour corpus of video recordings from a public service organization. The 

professionals in the organization had recently started offering their services through video-mediated 

conversations with citizens and this often required them to instruct citizens in accomplishing required 

actions (such as scanning a document) for the successful outcome of the encounter. These instructions 

often engendered extended repair sequences as the one highlighted in the article. Such sequences 

provide an opportunity to analytically scrutinize how the participants accomplish to achieve a mutual 

understanding in an environment of emergent trouble in understanding. The analysis highlights the 

professional’s situated practices for re-formulating the instruction. More specifically, it shows: 1) 

how the instruction is decomposed (C. Goodwin, 2013) into a number of discernible steps in order to 

make it intelligible to the instructee and 2) that an important resource in this decomposition is to 

upgrade the embodied work and specifically employ a designedly mimicable embodied demonstration 

for the instructee to follow. On one level, the article contributes to EMCA research with insights on 

the interactional practice of decomposing and how this action may be in part accomplished by 

mimicable embodied demonstrations to solve the problems in understanding. On another, the article 

contributes with an empirical demonstration of how instructions are composed of taken-for-granted 
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shared understandings about language, objects and space within local, emergent circumstances. These 

understandings become visible as the instruction is restructured to secure intersubjectivity between 

participants. The article thereby also contributes to work on recipient design (Deppermann, 2015; 

Sacks et al., 1974) and instructions (De Stefani & Gazin, 2014; Mondada, 2014b; Nishizaka, 2014) 

in video-mediated interaction, and highlights the artful work of recipient designing public service for 

heterogenous target groups that the professionals accomplish on a daily basis. 

 

4.2 Article 2: A comparative analysis of instructed action in face to face and video-

mediated public service encounters 
 

Similarly to article 1, this article focuses on instructions, but from a significantly different vantage 

point. The article presents a collection-based comparative analysis between instructions in the form 

of directives (Mondada, 2014b) in co-present and video-mediated passport ordering encounters. 

Passport ordering is a perspicuous site for the analysis of instructions, as the activity consists of a 

series of predetermined, mandatory steps and procedures that the applicant must go through. The 

phenomenon under scrutiny in this article is exactly such a recurrent step: finger scanning. This 

activity involves that the public service professional instructs the citizen to place his or her finger in 

the finger scanner and the article provides a comparative analysis of how the initiation of this activity 

is accomplished in the different ecologies. The data used in the study is comprised of 14 video-

mediated encounters and 11 face-to-face encounters, totalling 25 encounters. Building on EMCA 

literature on instructed action (Garfinkel, 1967, 2002) and directives (M. Goodwin, 2006; M. 

Goodwin & Cekaite, 2013, 2018), the article explores the multimodal resources employed by the 

participants in these directive sequences. The analysis shows how the directives in the two settings 

are constructed in different ways, relying on – or emphasizing - different interactional resources. In 

the co-present setting, the professionals construct their directives in a minimal way, employing 

embodied and deictic resources. Comparatively, the professionals in the video-mediated setting 

construct the directive sequences as more linguistically complex, and the sequences become longer. 

One observable difference between the settings is the prolongation of the video-mediated directives 

by the use of transitional directives, i.e. directives specifically aimed at getting a co-participant to 

reorient his or her body in order to perceive and attend to an item. These directives are shown to be a 

constituent part of the video-mediated directives. The contribution to the field of EMCA research on 

video-mediated interaction is that the article shows how the material setup of rooms, the distribution 
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of bodies and objects and affordances of video-mediating technology has an impact on the interaction. 

The article thereby contributes to the continuing exploration of procedural consequentiality of 

mediating technology (Arminen et al., 2016) and offers an approach to comparing heterogenous 

settings. In the light of the analysis, the article discusses the perceived complexity of video-mediated 

interaction by professionals and their possible relation to the changes in the environment of the 

institutional task. 
 

4.3 Article 3: Moving the camera as a compensation for fractured ecologies: a 

repair of the visual frame? 
 

This article explores whether the conversation analytic concept of repair can be applied to describe a 

participant’s moving of a camera in an extended repair sequence. When mediating technology affords 

it, participants in video-mediated interactions regularly move their cameras in order to change the 

visual frame for co-participants for various ends, e.g. showing objects or their surroundings (Licoppe, 

2017; Licoppe et al., 2017; Licoppe & Morel, 2014). Sometimes such camera movements are carried 

out in the local context of problems in understanding, and this article focuses on this phenomenon 

using a single case as a basis for inquiry. The excerpt in focus in the article is from a corpus of video-

mediated physiotherapy consultations consisting of 5 hours of video recorded video-consultations.  

Drawing on both canonical literature on repair organization (e.g. Schegloff et al., 1977) and more 

recent literature on embodied repair (e.g.  Mortensen, 2016; Rasmussen, 2014; Seo & Koshik, 2010), 

the analysis shows how a participant uses the mobility of her camera as a resource in an extended 

repair sequence. Through the analysis the article argues that the camera movement in the excerpt can 

be seen as a “repair of the visual frame”, and is a method for controlling what the other can see in 

interaction. The article contributes to EMCA research by highlighting how the micromobility (Luff 

& Heath, 1998) of cameras is a resource for participants in securing intersubjectivity when acting in 

fractured ecologies. 

 

4.4 Article 4: Facilitator resources for managing turn transitions in plenum: a 

multimodal study of “gaps” in workshop interaction  
 

This article focuses on facilitation in educational settings, and zooms in on a common phenomenon: 

when a teacher or facilitator asks a question in plenum, it is followed by a period of silence before an 
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answer is provided. The article uses Video Learning workshops (Due et al., 2018; Due & Lange, 

2015) as a perspicuous site to investigate how participants inhabit such silences. The workshops 

revolve around a recurrent reflection activity where the facilitator shows the participants a video clip 

from their daily work and ask them what they think about it to facilitate reflection about their 

professional practice. The data used is from a ten-hour corpus of video recordings of three workshops 

that were conducted as part of the PhD project. The workshops were conducted for professionals in 

the public service organization on the basis of the video-recorded corpuses of video-mediated 

interaction that has been used for articles 1 and 2 (see fig. 6, p. 38). Drawing on recent EMCA work 

especially focusing on engagement frameworks in educational settings (Mortensen, 2008, 2009), the 

article shows how the facilitator uses his displayed recipiency and position of his body to create a 

stabilized participation framework (Goffman, 1981; C. Goodwin, 2006; Goodwin & Goodwin, 

2005). This framework is oriented to by the participants as they observably treat it as a prerequisite 

for providing responses to his question. The setting up of the participation framework can thus, in 

combination with other embodied resources (specifically head tilts, a pinpointing gaze, smiling and 

squeezing lips together), be used by the facilitator to actively mobilise response (Stivers & Rossano, 

2010) or suspend response relevance in the silence after a question. The findings are used to discuss 

how embodied cues might influence the notion of transition-relevance-place (Sacks et al., 1974) in 

specific settings. The article contributes to EMCA work on interaction in educational settings, 

workshop facilitation and silences in interaction. Further, the article has practical implications for 

workshop facilitators, as it highlights the resources – the verbal, embodied and material – that goes 

into the interactional accomplishment of facilitating workshops. 

Chapter 5: Implications and conclusion 
 

In the following, the dissertation is concluded along with some considerations about the possible 

implications the dissertation has for practitioners of video-mediated services, EMCA researchers and 

policy makers. 
 

5.1. Implications for practitioners  
 

The following section foregrounds some analytical points from the articles on video-mediated 

interaction (articles 1-3) that are deemed to be relevant for practitioners of video-mediated services. 
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Some of the points that are highlighted here are only mentioned in passing in the articles, and this is 

a consequence of the diverse interests and perspectives of researchers of social interaction and the 

practitioners themselves: sometimes a seemingly trivial observation about a piece of data might spark 

deep reflections about professional practice for a practitioner without it being interesting from a 

research perspective. In order to make the background of the implications as transparent as possible, 

they will be explicitly linked to an article in the following, though several points could be argued to 

stem from all of the articles. The points are gathered under four main themes that practitioners of 

video-mediated services can be aware of: 1) potential problems of reference, 2) using the body as 

resource in video-mediated interaction, 3) affordances of mobile cameras and 4) the design of the 

physical environment that the interaction takes place in. 

 

1) Problems of reference 

 

Problems of reference are expectable in video-mediated interaction due to the fractured ecologies 

(Luff et al., 2003), and they have been shown to be recurrent throughout the interaction analysed in 

this dissertation. As an example of this is how the practitioners’ use of everyday spatial concepts like 

‘left’ and ‘right’ recurrently engender extended repair sequences in the data (e.g. in article 1, example 

2, where ‘right’ is uttered multiple times in the pursuit of understanding or in article 2, extract 5, 

where the citizen goes to the wrong side prompting repair). Such spatial terms are naturally 

ambiguous as there exists different frames of reference for understanding them (Levinson, 1996), but 

based on the analyses in this dissertation, practitioners might want to pay special attention to the use 

of spatial terms in video-mediated settings. The dissertation does not only point out the potential 

problems and their roots, but also showcases how participants can deal with them. One endogenous 

interactional format for circumventing the problems described here is found in article 2, where the 

practitioner succeeds in instructing the client to turn to his right without using the spatial term ‘right’ 

(‘on u:h on that table where there is a keyboard?’ (l. 7 – 8. Extract 4, article 2)).  

 
 

2) Using the body as a resource in video-mediated interaction 
 
The data analysed in the dissertation provide many examples of how participants’ embodied conduct 

is constrained by the video-mediated ecologies. These examples can be useful for practitioners by 

bringing into awareness how embodied actions can – and cannot - be brought into play in video-
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mediated interaction. An example of how embodied conduct is impeded is that the practitioners in 

the data recurrently produce deictic gestures that are not visible to their co-participants due to being 

performed outside the recorded frame (see e.g. line 42, example 2, article 1). While these gestures are 

unproblematic in the sense that the participants do not orient to them being problematic, many of the 

practitioners reported subsequently on the workshops that they were not aware that such gestures lost 

their interactional significance8. This suggests that bringing them into focus is relevant for 

practitioners in order to raise their awareness of the affordances of the video-mediated ecologies. On 

the other hand, there are also examples that show how the video-mediated ecology affords 

interactionally meaningful embodied actions. One such example is in article 1 where an mimicable 

embodied demonstration is a resource for reorganising the participation framework in order to engage 

in an activity that is crucial to the institutional service (example 2, article 1). In this example, we see 

how linguistic resources alone fail to lead to a successful instruction sequence, and how the interplay 

of embodied actions and deictic elements can be exploited to secure intersubjectivity in a video-

mediated setting. Another example of an embodied practice is found in article 3 where a client 

performs a gestural showing (Licoppe, 2017), using her arm as a model when explaining her 

symptoms. Such embodied showings could just as easily be performed by practitioners in the service 

of explaining phenomena to their clients, and thus represent endogenous embodied practices that 

other practitioners might be inspired by when contemplating how to make best use of the affordances 

in video-mediated ecologies. 

 

3) The mobility of cameras  

 

In most of the data collected for the VMI project, the video-mediating technology used is stationary 

and not moved by the participants (e.g. article 1 and 2). This reflects that many service providers are 

physically situated in front of a stationary computer, and that many institutions continue to provide 

services that require the clients to enter a brick-and-mortar building in order to receive the service 

(even if the service is provided by a professional at a different physical location). However, the rapid 

growth of mobile devices that afford video-mediated interaction mean that many service providers 

have the opportunity to move their cameras and that services are offered to clients using their own 

                                                
8 While these gestures are meaningless from an interactional perspective, they might serve important cognitive functions 

(Iverson & Goldin-Meadow, 1998) that are outside the domain of this dissertation. 
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personal devices, e.g. smart phones, portable computers or tablets. The mobility of the cameras brings 

interactional affordances for the participants, as exemplified through the analysis of the physiotherapy 

setting in article 3. This article shows how moving a camera can be an important resource in securing 

intersubjectivity in video-mediated settings. Such examples might raise practitioners’ awareness of 

the possibilities that camera mobility affords. The implications of an increased focus on camera 

mobility can lead practitioners to critically reflect upon how alternative camera angles and 

configurations may support different activities in the course of a video-mediated encounter. 

 

4) The design of the physical environment 

 

In the cases where a client has to enter a physical space designed by the service institution in order to 

receive the video-mediated service, the institution has the opportunity to design that space in a way 

that facilitates a smooth and efficient service. This raises the obvious question of how such spaces 

should be designed to this end. Two examples from this dissertation are especially interesting in this 

regard, as they show how the participants’ actions are fitted to and draw upon the physical settings in 

which they are produced. The first is an example of how conscious design of a particular object can 

aid practitioners’ instructions: the orange tray on the scanner in article 1. The orange tray has been 

specially designed to make it more visually salient in a complex perceptual field, and in the examples 

in the article, we see how the professionals use this visual highlighting as a central feature in their 

instructions (e.g. ‘I would like you: to put it op in uh that tray that orange tray on 

your right side’ l. 1-2, example 1, article 1). The second example shows how the physical 

environment may play a part in recurrent repair sequences: in article 2, fragment 5, we see how the 

existence of two finger scanners is potentially ambiguous, and ‘invites’ the client to move to an 

incorrect position in the room. The implications for practitioners of these examples are that they point 

to specific complications and solutions that might serve as inspiration in the design of interactional 

spaces. 

 

To sum up, the sections above can be boiled down to the following advice for practitioners acting in 

video-mediated settings: 1) be aware of the potential problems of reference in fractured ecologies, 2) 

be aware that while not all embodied conduct is visible to co-participants, embodied actions 

performed within the visual frame are strong interactional resources, 3) exploit the mobility of 

cameras when possible and relevant, and 4) contemplate the design of the interactional spaces, by 
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e.g. perceptually highlighting objects that are recurrently central to the institutional activity. In 

conclusion, as the intended reader of the dissertation continues to be an academic researcher, the 

advice listed above are not intended to embody dissemination of results to practitioners. This 

important dissemination work will have to take other forms, such as the Video Learning workshops 

that were conducted as part of carrying out this PhD project. 

 

5.2 Implications for future EMCA research 
 

The studies presented in the dissertation contribute to two areas of EMCA research: studies of video-

mediated interaction and applying EMCA research in professional organisations. The articles in the 

dissertation raise several questions that are worth pursuing from a multimodal EMCA perspective. 

Some implications for future research will be singled out for each article in the following. 

 

Article 1 focuses on decomposition as a practice employed to solve emergent problems of 

understanding in video-mediated interaction. Future research might dig deeper into the phenomenon 

of decomposition and mimicable embodied demonstrations by expanding the single case to a 

collection of instances that could broaden our understanding of the practices and their functions in 

video-mediated interaction. Another line of inquiry prompted by the article concerns how 'non-

digitally ready citizens’9 and other groups of citizens can best be included in the rapid digitalisation 

of the public sphere to avoid marginalisation in the process. Such research could cast light on 

interactional aspects of providing the service by focusing on how professionals can successfully 

recipient design video-mediated services to heterogenous target groups. 
 

Article 2 highlights the differences between directive sequences in video-mediated and face-to-face 

passport ordering encounters with a focus on the affordances of the specific ecologies. Further studies 

could take up several traces that are left open. One line of research could go into the methodological 

discussions raised by the article: how might EMCA researchers approach comparing interaction 

across heterogenous settings? Such research might open up for critical reflection on the comparability 

of activity types (Levinson, 1992) within and between settings. Another line of research that might 

stem from this article is to investigate more thoroughly how participants make use of the affordances 

                                                
9 This is the public service institution’s term for the particular target group, as explained in article 1. 
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of the physical environment. One approach to this might be to conduct ecological experiments in 

which minimal changes are made in room designs to compare how the participants make use of 

different affordances in situ. While such an approach might be seen by some to be problematic due 

to “the exogenous intervention of researchers imposing topics and tasks or displacing the context of 

action.” (Mondada, 2012, p. 34), it is not necessarily incompatible with EMCA methods (Kendrick, 

2017). 

 

Article 3 argues through the analysis of a single case that repair should “be reconceptualised as an 

organisation that deals with recurrent problems in hearing, speaking, seeing and understanding”. The 

article is obviously limited by being a single case analysis of a camera action being performed in a 

very specific sequential environment. This calls for further collection-based studies into such camera 

actions. Such further investigations could shed light on the sequential environments in which such 

repairs become relevant and how they are performed. A larger corpus of camera actions would also 

make it possible to discuss the differences by contrasting repairs similar to the one described in this 

dissertation to different remedial camera actions. 
 

Article 4 shows how a facilitator manages turn transitions in a plenary workshop setting. One aim of 

the article is to highlight the multimodal resources employed by facilitators in workshops and to 

generate reflection for professional facilitators on how they might draw on these resources. The article 

offers only a most preliminary starting point for building a body of work that engages with facilitation 

of Video Learning workshops from a multimodal perspective and further research into the 

interactional sides of facilitation might follow up on several themes. One theme could be investigating 

further the role of “embodied projections” on transition relevance by investigating bigger datasets 

with different facilitators and workshop participants and possibly in other plenary educational 

settings. Another could be focusing on the facilitator’s design of questions in these types of 

workshops, as they are crucial for the progressivity and outcomes (Due & Lange, 2015). Such 

research could scrutinize how the specific question formats employed set up the terms of the 

participants’ responses. A third direction could be to look more closely at turn allocation in multiparty 

workshops, and inspect facilitators’ practices for engaging and eliciting responses from participants 

who do not volunteer answers to questions asked in plenum. From the perspective of EMCA 

researchers who apply their findings through workshops by showing data to practitioners, there are 

two additional themes related to learning outcomes that would be interesting to pursue. The first is 
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evaluating the learning potential of such workshops for participants. The theoretical assumption 

behind Video Learning workshops (Due et al., 2018) is that recognizability from one’s own 

professional practice can facilitate situated learning (Lave & Wenger, 1991; Wenger, 1998), but it 

has not been documented whether the participation in workshops cause visible behavioural changes 

for the participants. Future research might give insights on this matter by drawing on methods for 

longitudinal conversation analysis (Pekarek Doehler et al., 2018). The last theme that will be 

highlighted here is to investigate on what basis video clips are selected for workshops, and how are 

they presented and received on workshops. While some steps towards building a practical theory of 

choosing video clips and defining the concept of a trainable has been made (Lange & Due, 2018), 

this area remains largely understudied.  
 

5.3 Implications for policy makers 
 

The relatively fine-grained analytic approach taken in this dissertation and public debate at a political 

level about the investment in and implementation of video-mediating technologies may seem worlds 

apart. In the following, it will be argued how the findings of the dissertation hold relevant implications 

for policy makers that contemplate to implement such technologies in welfare state institutions. 

Hopefully, it is evident that the findings of the dissertation do not side with any “polarized value 

positions common at the appearance of new technologies’ (Arminen et al., 2016, p. 302), and as such 

they will not be used to argue for using the technology more or less generally across settings. Put in 

another way, the dissertation is agnostic as to whether video-mediating technology should be used at 

all, but has taken the increased usage as a premise, and focused on analysing how such technology is 

used by participants in naturally occurring, situated encounters. Through the analyses in the 

dissertation, it has been shown how even quite simple instructional sequences might give rise to 

troubles in understanding (exemplified in article 1) or be prolonged when compared to similar 

sequences in face to face encounters (exemplified in article 2). While such prolongations might not 

be problematic to the participants who demonstrably accomplish to deliver the institutional service 

using the interactional resources at hand, it might be perceived as problematic from other 

perspectives. As an example of this, the video-mediated passport ordering solution that was analysed 
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in this dissertation was later abandoned due to the time efficiency of it10. On average, the professionals 

spent approximately 5 minutes more in ordering each passport through a video-mediated encounter 

compared to the face-to-face encounters, and, according to the leaders in the organisation, this was 

consequential for choosing not to offer the video-mediated service in the future. While such anecdotal 

information cannot be used to make generalised statements about the efficiency of video-mediated 

interaction, it might serve as a caution against expecting that a service previously provided face-to-

face can be accomplished in the same way by participants in a video-mediated interaction. The 

implication for policy makers is that they should be explicit about their expectations of implementing 

video-mediation in a given area, and be aware that the material surround, tasks and activities in a 

given setting will greatly influence how the participants make use of the technology. 
 

5.3 Concluding remarks 
 

This dissertation has presented four articles that were produced as part of an applied EMCA research 

project. The articles represent a coherent whole by being occasioned by this project and using a 

common inductive, data-driven methodology, as described in the thesis frame.  

 

The first three studies show how participants interact in video-mediated ecologies, and how these 

ecologies simultaneously constrain and afford their conduct. Article 1 and 3 focus on instances where 

the participants run into interactional trouble related to interacting in a fractured ecology. They show 

how the participants make use of various linguistic, embodied, and material resources – a designedly 

mimicable embodied demonstration and a repair of the visual frame respectively - to secure 

intersubjectivity and eventually accomplish the institutional goal of the encounters. Article 2 focuses 

on the interactional accomplishment of directive sequences in two heterogenous settings. It shows 

how the ‘same’ procedure is achieved relying on different interactional resources contingent on the 

ecology in which it is performed. Taken as a whole, the studies contribute to the study of social 

interaction in video-mediated settings by forwarding our understanding of participants’ situated 

practices in video-mediated ecologies. The last study in the dissertation, article 4, highlights a 

facilitator’s practices for managing transition space in a workshop, and shows how various 

                                                
10 This decision was taken in the very final stages of writing the dissertation and thus it has had no bearing on the analyses 

presented, and neither was the decision informed by the analyses presented here. 
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interactional resources can be used to either actively pursue response or suspend transition relevance. 

On the one hand, the article contributes to studies of workshop facilitation and thereby to EMCA 

studies of educational settings. On the other, it contributes specifically to the field of applied EMCA 

by making the facilitation of interventionist, EMCA-based workshops into a research object in itself. 

 

The dissertation argues how these findings are relevant not only for future EMCA research, but also 

for practitioners of video-mediated interaction and for policy makers that consider introducing video 

mediating technology in a given setting. It is my hope that the dissertation thus serves as an example 

of how a single research project can foster several lines of research that are valuable to both a specific 

scientific community, practitioners within a field and on a greater societal level. 
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7. Appendix 

Transcription Conventions  

The transcription conventions below are the general conventions used in the dissertation. For the 
specific symbols used in each article, please consult the appendices of the individual articles.  

Transcription Conventions 

Talk 
(based on Gail Jefferson’s conventions) 

Symbol             Description Symbol definition 

(1.7) 

(.) 

Numbers in parenthesis Approximate length of silence in seconds 

(only  

(.) Full stop in 

parenthesis 

Micropause: 0.2 seconds or less 

yes[yes] 

   [yes] 

Square brackets Indicates beginning and end of overlapping 

utterances 

. Full stop After utterance, indicates falling intonation 

, Comma After utterance, indicates level intonation 

? Question mark After utterance, indicates rising intonation 

↑ Up arrow Indicates high pitch on following syllable 

↓  Down arrow Indicates low pitch on following syllable 

: Colon Sound stretching of preceding sound (non-

phonemic) 

darli- Hyphen Indicates cut-off 

= Equal sign Turn is latched onto previous turn (or a 

continuation of an overlapped turn) 

Stress Underlining Underlining indicates stress 

°  Degree sign Surrounds speech with low volume 

WHAT Capital letters Indicates loud volume 

.h Full stop Before utterance, indicates inbreath/ingressive 

sound 

hhh  Outbreath, or indcates aspiration, breathiness 

>fast< Right/left carat Surrounds increased speaking rate 

<slow> Left/right carat Surrounds decreased speaking rate 

(hear)  Parenthesis Parenthesis indicates unsure hearing. No 

plausible candidate if empty 

(( )) Double parenthesis Analyst’s comments 
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(Other) Embodied conduct 
(following Lorenza Mondada’s conventions) 

For the full version: https://franzoesistik.philhist.unibas.ch/fileadmin/user_upload/franzoesistik/mondada_multimodal_conventions.pdf 

*     * 

+     + 

∆     ∆ 

*---> 

---->* 

>> 

--->> 

..... 

---- 

,,,,, 

P 

Fig 

# 

* ∆  +  † 

•   %  ∠ 

Gestures and descriptions of embodied actions are delimited between 

two identical symbols (one symbol per participant) 

and are synchronized with correspondent stretches of talk. The action 

described continues across subsequent lines 

until the same symbol is reached. 

The action described begins before the excerpt’s beginning. 

The action described continues after the excerpt’s end. 

Action’s preparation. 

Action’s apex is reached and maintained. 

Action’s retraction. 

Participant doing the action is identified when not the speaker.  

The exact moment at which a screen shot has been taken                

is indicated with a hashtag showing its position within turn at talk.   

Various symbols are used for a specific participant’s embodied conduct    

These are described in the appendices of the individual articles 
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8. Original articles 
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Article 1: Mimicable embodied demonstration in a decomposed sequence: Two 

aspects of recipient design in professionals' video-mediated encounters  
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Mimicable embodied demonstration in a decomposed sequence: 
Two aspects of recipient design in professionals' video-mediated 

encounters 
 

Brian L. Due, Simon Bierring Lange, Mie Femø Nielsen, Celine Jarlskov 

 

Abstract 
Instructing others to do something with an object is an ordinary practice that may involve 

embodied demonstrations. Based on a single case analysis of a “troublemaker” example we 

show how the instructor decomposes the general instruction into more mechanic steps that 

can be mimicked by the instructee. The example is chosen because it reveals some of the 

taken for granted knowledge involved in accomplishing an instruction. The case is from a 

video mediated civil service setting in Denmark. In this setting, it is often necessary for a 

citizen to use a locally present object, e.g. a printer, and this may require instructions from 

the employee who is physically located elsewhere. We show how the instructor within a 

sequence decomposes the instruction from indexical references to known practices for 

dealing with objects to a more simplified discernible step-by-step description orchestrated 

by mimicable embodied demonstrations. Thus, the paper contributes with new insights 

about two aspects of recipient design in instructions and embodied interaction specifically 

linked to a video-mediated setting. The study is based on eight hours of video recordings of 

video-mediated encounters and applies EMCA multimodal interaction analysis.   

 

 

Key words: EMCA, mimicry, multimodality, video mediated interaction, objects, gestures, 

embodiment, instructions, recipient design,  

--- 
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The aim of this paper is to establish new insight about recipient design (Sacks et al., 1974; 

Depperman, 2015) in video-mediated interaction: the practice of decomposing an instruction 

and using embodied demonstrations to accomplish a local action. By using a single case 

analysis of a troublesome example from a data corpus collected in Danish citizen service 

institutions, where citizens video-interact with remote employees, the analysis will reveal 

two new insights about recipient design in instructions:  

 

• how problems with understanding an instruction is managed by a sequential practice 

of decomposing the instruction into discernable mechanical steps; 

• how one important resource in this practice is to upgrade the embodied work and 

specifically to produce designedly mimicable embodied demonstrations. 

 

Thus, this paper contributes with new insights about a type of practice (decomposing) and 

embedded within this a type of action (mimicable embodied demonstrations) employed by 

participants to solve emergent problems of understanding in video-mediated interaction.   

 Instructions are in face-to-face encounters accomplished through multimodal 

actions, in which speech and the handling of objects is entangled with embodied displays, 

illustrations, and tactile actions (e.g. De Stefani & Gazin, 2014; Mondada, 2014b; Nishizaka, 

2014). By exploring a naturally occurring “troublemaker” example (Garfinkel, 2002, pp. 125-

26) from a distinctive interactional video-mediated environment we are able to explore the 

subtle details of the interactional work and shared knowledge that ordinarily goes into an 

instruction unnoticedly, and thus to obtain new insight about the practice of decomposing 

and using embodied demonstrations in instructional sequences.  

 However, before we analyze the troublesome case in depth we want to just very 

briefly show a contrast example of how an “uncomplicated” instruction might look like in this 

video-mediated public environment. A comprehensive description of the data, setting and 

transcriptions is provided in the next section. Here, it is sufficient to say that a citizen needs 

help with an official letter. He has brought along a bystander for the meeting who is the 

instructee in the sequence. This is a crucial difference between this example and the one 

we will focus on later: the instructee here is not the target group for the public service. Sitting 

in a public library he is video-interacting with the instructor - an employee from citizen 

service. The employee instructs the bystander to put the letter in a printer, so that it can be 
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scanned and thereby read by the remote employee. IOR is the instructor to the right. IEE is 

the instructee to the left. Transcripts follow the Jeffersonian system and a simplified version 

of Mondada’s conventions for multimodal transcriptions (Mondada, 2014a), see Appendix.  

 
Example 1: That orange tray    

1 IOR:     så vil jeg gerne ha at du: lægger den op i# øh den •bakke 

         I would like you: to put it op in uh that tray 

  IEE:                                                        •scans l to r---> 

  Fig.                                               #fig1 

 
     Figure 1 

 

2     den orange bakke på din •#højre side,  

 that orange tray on your right side, 

                                —->•at printer    

  Fig.                          #fig2 

 
    Figur 2 

 

3 IEE: A:[:h 

A:[:h 

 

The paper is based on video ethnography (Heath, Hindmarsh, & Luff, 2010) and multimodal 

conversation analysis (Sacks, Schegloff, & Jefferson, 1974; Mondada, 2014c; Due, 2017). 

As such, it involves analysing details from video recorded interactions between participants 

and focusing on their various resources for accomplishing a given action. A very short 
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analysis of the excerpt reveals, that in line 1 IOR instructs IEE what to do with the letter. 

This is accomplished through verbal actions and a pointing action. When IOR says “that 

tray” (l. 1) IEE begins to visually scan his local environment. IOR expands the turn by 

producing a more precise account: “That orange tray on you right side” (l. 2). At the 

completion of the deictic term “right”, IEE gazes at the printer and produces the 

acknowledgement token “A::h” (l. 3). Thus, this very compact and uncomplicated example 

of a non-target interacting person shows how an instruction leads to a desired action. 

Importantly for our argument; this person is a non-target recipient. He is a bystander, a 

helper, to the target-group member sitting at his left side. Normally, there are no bystanders 

and the target-person have to receive the instruction alone in this the video-mediated 

context. In order for the recipient to do the requested action (putting the letter in the printer) 

we presume, that shared understanding about language (e.g. syntax, lexical semantics, 

phonological and prosodic features), objects (what a printer is) and their visual-spatial 

properties (where a printer could be) are basic required competences. But we want to unfold 

the argument and show what participants might do, when they do not rely on these shared 

understandings, and consequently have to decompose the instruction into more mechanical 

steps and upgrade the use of embodied actions, in particular the use of mimicable 

demonstrations. 

 

1. The setting and the data    
This paper is based on findings from a research project in Denmark concerning the 

constitutive features of video-mediated interaction. Data is from business settings, medical 

settings and public service settings. Across different settings, we have collected instances 

in which part of the encounter consists of recipients being instructed in accomplishing 

required actions involving object handling, e.g. handling documents, printers, medical 

equipment, and computers. On the basis of our corpus of video recordings (+100 hours), we 

have a large corpus of object-related instructional instances. For this article we have chosen 

only to focus on one specific setting and activity type: Video-mediated encounters from 

public libraries where citizens seek help with various things regarding the welfare system. 

Often in the course of these conversations, it becomes relevant to scan an official document 

that the citizen has brought to the meeting. These citizens have not been able to use other 

available solutions to their problems because they are, as the official documents state: “not 
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digitally ready”. This is a heterogenous group as the underlying reasons for being “non-

digitally ready” are quite diverse, e.g. illiteracy, lack of language proficiency in Danish or 

English, various cognitive or physical disabilities, lack of technical know-how, etc. 

Importantly, the citizens have all been in face to face contact with locally present public 

service professionals who have deemed them fit to have the video-mediated conversations. 

This means that while participants in our data might have a limited proficiency in Danish, 

they are by no means aphasic or otherwise communicatively impaired. 

 Consultations about legal and official texts are in Denmark increasingly replaced by 

video-mediated consultations, but the activities still involve manipulation of objects and 

instructions about how to do so. The setting is institutional in the sense that employees from 

governmental institutions interact with citizens about institutional agendas. However, we do 

not focus on the institutionality of the setting as it is not revealed as a member’s concern. 

 Participants are – as shown in example 1 - sitting in front of a computer screen with a 

webcam integrated in the monitor, in a room designed for video encounters. The instructor 

is an employee from citizen service. She is sitting at a desk in an office across town, also in 

front of a computer screen, interacting through a video camera mounted on top of the 

screen. We have a corpus of 8 examples from this specific setting where citizens are 

instructed to put a document in the printer.  

 The specific case we will unfold in this article is from a video-mediated civil service 

encounter between an employee (instructor (IOR)) and a citizen (instructee (IEE)). IEE is 

instructed to locate the printer in the room ultimately to be able to scan a document. This 

rather mundane activity of locating an object is turned into a complex action due to the 

complicated and ambiguous perceptual fields of the setting, and the employee tries to solve 

it by decomposing the instruction and upgrading the use of multimodal resources. We show 

how the situated material context constitutes a frame for the activity and how this is part of 

IEE’s problem with solving the task. Some of these encounters are quite uncomplicated, as 

shown in example 1, but sometimes the sequence is expanded because of trouble with 

locating the printer. We believe this case may serve as a troublemaker example, that – as 

Garfinkel envisioned – may reveal subtle details of the taken-for-granted knowledge in 

ordinary affairs and the resources involved in accomplishing the task nevertheless.  

 This single case analysis is chosen because it exhibits a very important insight about 

instructions: they are composed of taken-for-granted knowledge about language, objects 
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and space which is revealed through repair-initiations and the recipient designed practice of 

decomposing the instruction going from indexical verbal references to a step-by-step 

instruction using mimicable embodied demonstrations.  

 The case is also chosen because it exhibits some of the “teleepistemological” aspects 

(Dreyfus, 2000) of video-mediation as a fractured ecology that may complicate the smooth 

organization of the interaction. The settings are semiotically rich compared to e.g. written 

instructions, telephone calls and YouTube instructional tutorials, where there are limited 

possibilities for interaction and inspection, but the settings afford fewer possibilities 

compared to face-to-face interaction. We will show how the fractured ecology is 

consequential for the unfolding of the interaction.   

 

2. The fractured ecology of video-mediated interaction  
Instructions occur, obviously, in all sorts of settings. We are particularly interested in 

instructions during video-mediated encounters where participants are virtually co-present 

and thus restricted by the affordances the video camera provides and produce as a 

“fractured ecology” (Heath & Luff, 1992; Luff et al., 2003; Luff et al., 2013; Luff et al., 2016). 

Instructions are particular interesting to study in a video-mediated environment because the 

appearance of a visual action in the local environment is different when translocated to the 

remote environment. EMCA studies of embodiment and multimodality reveal how referential 

activities, deixis, ‘pointing’, and so on are situated, collaboratively achieved, and shaped 

moment by moment by participants in the course of their face-to-face interactions (e.g. 

Nevile, 2015). But to point or use deitic terms in a fractured ecology, where the screen inverts 

images and dislocates the reference, is potentially complicated.   

Video-mediated interactions have been explored with respect to activities as 

diverse as remote supervision of surgery (Mondada, 2007b), teaching sign language 

(Hjulstad 2016), international business meetings (Nielsen 2019), the use of telepresence 

robots (Due, in press) and project group work mediated by a telepresence system (Luff et 

al., 2016). A number of studies have focused on the interactional implications of technical 

properties, i.e. that screens are usually small and project only a selection of what is visually 

available at the connected locations (Raudaskoski, 1999), that interaction may thus be 

affected by reduced visibility as well as delays caused by technical difficulties, that there is 

a lack of haptic experience (Denstadli, Julsrud, & Hjorthol, 2011), and that participants may 
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compensate for reduced visibility by e.g. verbalizing actions (Nielsen 2019). Of specific 

relevance for our study is Licoppe and Veyrier (2017) who have studied the ways in which 

participants are shown on the screen in multilingual courtrooms and in which participants 

show objects to each other in video-mediated collaborative settings. Licoppe (2017) and 

Licoppe et al. (2017) zoom in on the practices of showing objects; how they are held and 

manipulated. We contribute to these studies by showing how objects are not just showed 

and how gestures are not just produced as e.g. pointing practices, but how instructors also 

may design embodied demonstrations to be mimicked by the instructee in order to for 

him/her to see or handle objects correctly.    

 

3. The practice of decomposing and retreating to embodied 
demonstrations  
Instructing somebody is an accountable and a paired action (Garfinkel 1967; 2002 chp 6; 

Mondada 2011) that creates local identities of instructee and instructor, and induces a 

questioning of competence to the interaction, as well as entitlement to a normative stance 

(Garfinkel 1967; Macbeth 2011). Instructing others retrospectively constructs something 

prior as repairable. Instructions may be firmly rooted in institutional roles and their distributed 

rights and obligations. Exploring instructions thus raises the questions of how instructions 

are collaboratively built, designed, situated and made sense of in a course of action. In this 

paper we aim to understand how instructions to use objects are accomplished in 

troublesome case. Studies of face to face instructions and demonstrations specifically 

related to the use of objects includes Goodwin’s studies on the use of a Munsell chart 

(Goodwin, 1993) and how instructors during anthropological fieldwork achieve a public event 

that can guide the perception of the recipient in the course of seeing (Goodwin, 1994). 

Goodwin introduces the notion of “highlighting” as a member’s practice for steering the 

attention of the co-participant, partly also by the use of objects. But the instruction may be 

insufficient and the instructor may have to decompose the instruction into discernable steps.  

 We take the term decomposing from the work of Goodwin (2013) who describes 

how many different kinds of resources can be selectively decomposed, reused and 

transformed to build a next action. In later studies of human embodied actions Streeck 

(2017) has shown how the work of ‘explicating’ objects is to indexically or figuratively 

decompose them, that is, to exhibit them as things made of separate parts. Jan Svennevig 
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has shown how people usually try the most economic and therefore easiest solution first 

(Svennevig, 2008); e.g. to refer minimally to things (Sacks & Schegloff 1979), instruct 

minimally and hope that the indexical references and shared knowledge will do the work. 

Recently, Jan Svennevig (2018) has shown in an experimental study, where collaborating 

informants had no visual access to each other and no shared physical ecologies, how the 

instructee’s understanding of instructions increase if the verbal instructions are decomposed 

into small main clause increments. Thus, decomposing is participants’ work of 

disassembling a sequence into smaller units.   

 We will argue that one specific type of action within the sequences of 

decomposing is the instructor’s production of mimicable embodied demonstrations. Recent 

research has shed light on embodied demonstrations from face to face settings. Keevallik 

(2013) has e.g. shown how bodily demonstrations in dance classes are syntactically linked 

to the usually incomplete structure of a sentence, which projects a bodily demonstration to 

be a next action. She shows the transitional work being done from syntax to continuation 

realized by the body. Hindmarsh, Hyland and Banerjee (2014) have shown how instructors 

in pre-clinical dental education shifts from verbal instructions to also demonstrating the 

required practice by using the relevant objects. Evans and Reynolds (2016) have shown 

how sports coaches propose a correction in power lifting and basketball sessions with an 

embodied demonstration. Due has shown how people in creative business meetings use 

embodied demonstrations and illustrations as a resource for co-constructing an imagination 

space (Due, 2016). And Nishizaka (2017) has shown the work applied in structuring bodies 

in such a way that they can be viewed as analogous during a demonstrative act in prenatal 

examinations. We contribute to this line of research in embodied demonstrations by 

providing a systematic analysis of a) how the action is embedded in a decomposing 

instructional sequence, b) how the video-mediated fractured ecology constitutes a different 

framework than face to face, and c) how the demonstration is designed to be mimicked.  

 

4. Analysis: The structural evolution of instructional actions   
We will be looking at the opening of the instructional sequence as it is, for the participants, 

a matter of ‘getting to first base’. Leading up to the excerpt, IOR and IEE have established 

that IEE needs help to understand the content of a letter she has received from the 

authorities and which she has brought with her. This activity is verbalized by participants as 
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the reason for the encounter (cf. Drew & Heritage, 1992). IEE is not sure who sent her the 

letter. In order to help IEE, IOR wants IEE to scan the letter in a printer physically located to 

the right of IEE and the computer screen – just as in example 1. To do this, IOR needs IEE 

to shift her visual focus from the screen to the printer, thereby creating a new participation 

framework for the next step of the activity. The analysis of the single cases is cut into 

analytical sections in order to highlight the stepwise progression, moving from the minimally 

designed verbal instruction to the expanded decomposing sequence where the instruction 

is bodily demonstrated.  
 

4.1 Failures of indexical reference to “common knowledge” 
We enter the situation as IOR tries to mobilize a shift in the activity by instructing IEE to turn 

her head by indicating the location of the scanner in the room through indexical references. 
 

Example 2: An orange tray  
1  IOR: ∆ka du ∆se ovre til højre for dig∆ der står der en  

 can you see over to your right there is a 

 ∆......∆points------------------>∆ 

2 printer#,  

 printer 

fig        #fig.1    

  
                  figure 1   

3 (.) 

4  IOR:  med en orange #bakke på.  

 with an orange tray on it 

fig               #fig.2    
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  figure 2  

 

5 (1.0) 

6  IOR: til højre for dig• 

 to your right 

             looks down --->• 

7  IEE: •*>den der<*    

  >that one< 

 *taps paper* 

 •up from paper 

8 (0.7) 

9  IEE: >dender<= 

 >thatone< 

10 IOR: =∆nej til højre∆ [ik] lige foran  

 no to the right [not] straight ahead 

 ∆points at scr∆ 

11 IEE:                   [*mhm*]                         

                          [*mhm*] 

       *-1-*        (1: raises r hand) 

12  (0.8)  

 

 

In line 1 - 2 IOR constructs a first attempt to instruct IEE to locate the scanner on her right. 

The instruction is formatted as a yes-no interrogative inquiring about IEE's ability to see the 

artefact. There are two things we would like to draw attention to: First, for reasons that will 

become apparent later in the analysis, the lexical choice of “printer” (l. 2) to refer to the 

artefact might be problematic in terms of recipient design. Secondly, we observe that IOR 

simultaneously to her linguistic action points to the visual field where the scanner is 

represented on her own screen, a gesture that cannot be indexically meaningful in the 

interaction due to the fractured ecologies of the setting (cf. Luff et al., 2003). During the initial 

instruction, IEE does not demonstrably show any uptake to a restructuring of her body 
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posture, as she sits still with her gaze directed towards the letter she is holding (fig 1). In 

figure 1, we can also observe that IOR’s gaze is simultaneously directed at her screen, i.e. 

the visual field where she can monitor the lack of bodily uptake by IEE.  

 After a beat of silence, IOR adds a syntactic increment to her description (‘with 

an orange tray on it’, l. 4), orienting to the lack of uptake to her instruction. The increment 

deals very directly with the object’s salience in a complicated perceptual field: the increment 

is highlighting (Goodwin 1994) in the sense that it is designed to steer the attention of the 

co-participant towards an object in the perceptual field, i.e. “an orange tray”, l. 4. As an 

ethnographic addition to this, the orange tray can be seen as a “historically sedimented 

resource” (Goodwin 2018) for the participants, as the orange colour has been added by the 

public service institution to make it more salient. In other words, part of the material surround 

has been highlighted in a very literal sense as a remedy to the recurrent interactional trouble 

of the professionals to successfully instruct the citizens to locate the scanner. During the 

increment, IEE shifts her gaze from side to side, still facing down towards the letter she is 

holding (fig 2), a posture not optimal for her to be able to see the scanner. IEE keeps her 

posture and focus during the 1.0 second pause in line 5, thus still failing to comply with the 

instruction.  

 IOR now goes on to reformulate her initial instruction and focuses on the lack 

of reorientation by IEE ("to your right", line 6), omitting other information and narrowing in to 

a directional guidance. Following this reproduction and focus on orientation, IEE looks up at 

the screen, and says "that one" (line 7), while she taps the letter twice, rhythmically tying the 

gestures to "that" and "one", thereby producing an embedded interrogative declaratively 

intoned. By doing this she shows lack of understanding of IOR's turn, as she does not 

reorient her focus from the initial participation framework of the activity (which would be the 

result of following the instruction).  

 IOR does not initially follow up on IEE's turn, and following a pause IEE 

reproduces her turn in line 9 with the same wording delivered in a faster manner 

(">thatone<", l. 9), looking at the screen with her eyebrows raised. In line 10 IOR responds 

to the first pair part with a latched turn, beginning with "no" followed up with a specification 

of the direction of C's intended focus in the room reusing a minimal reformulation of the 

direction "to the right" and adding "[not] straight ahead", citing IEE’s current body posture 

and orientation as incorrect.  
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Thus, we observe in the data several issues of problems with indexical 

references to common knowledge. The mere verbal reference to a printer in the room is not 

enabling IEE to do the required action. Now, this prompts IOR to decompose the instruction, 

as we will see in the next section.     
 

4.2 Decomposing gloss to verbalized step-by-step instruction  
As the descriptions of the printer’s position did not succeed, a slot for more detailed 

instruction is produced, and the instructor resorts to step-by-step verbal action-directed 

instructions: 
 

12 (0.8)  

13 IOR: ∆.hh ∆prøv å drej  ∆hovedet∆  

  .hh try to  turn  the head 

 ∆....∆swings pen---∆,,,,,∆ 

14 (.) 

15 IOR: til højre 

 to your right  

16 *(1.0)*(0.8)* 

 *.....*--2--* 

17 IOR: drej dit ∆hoved∆ 

 turn your head 

          ∆--3--∆ 

18 (0.6) 

19 IEE: mit ho:: 

 my  head 

 

2: turns paper to face screen 

3: twirls index finger 

 

 

After the failed attempt to instruct IEE in the preceding lines, IOR changes the linguistic 

packaging of the instruction in line 13 and produces an imperatively formatted instruction 

(.hh try to turn the head). By this formulation, she verbalises one crucial component in the 

required course of action that IEE is to undertake if she is to locate the scanner, thereby 

decomposing the instructional gloss (can you see over to your right there is a printer, l. 1 – 

2) into an explicit head movement: turn the head (l. 13). IOR recycles her instruction a couple 
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of times (l. 15 - 17), as IEE does not comply with the instructions but instead shows an active 

orientation toward the letter she is holding by turning it up toward the screen as if to show it 

to IOR (l. 16). After a pause in line 18, IEE repeats a phrase from the prior utterance, perhaps 

to solicit an other-initiated repair or elaboration, and in any event demonstrating a lack of 

understanding of the instruction. She still has not turned her head and accountably seen the 

scanner to her right. In the excerpt, we see that IOR upgrades her use of multimodal 

resources: she uses different hand gestures (l. 13 and l. 17), even though these are not 

necessarily in IEE’s field of vision. We also see an upgrading verbal mode from interrogative 

with embedded declarative (l. 1) to increments to declaratives (l. 4 and 6), other-correction 

(l. 10) and mitigated directive (l. 13), finishing with an unmitigated and minimal imperative: 

“turn your head” (l. 17). The upgraded use of multimodal resources however does still not 

lead to a successful outcome, as we will see in the next excerpt. 
 

4.3 Decomposing instruction into discernible mimicable steps      
As IOR’s instructions have proven unsuccessful this far, she now decomposes her 

instruction into a discernible mimicable action, using part of her own body as a model 

(Nishizaka, 2017) for IEE:  

 
 

20 IOR: ∆så- #sådan her*              ∆* 

  li-  like  this 

 ∆turns head back and forth---∆ 

                *------4-------* 

 ((C also turns head, still looking at screen)) 

fig      #fig.3 

 

4: turns head to the right, raises right hand 

 

 
 figure 3 
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21 IEE: det høj- 

 the righ- 

22 IOR: ∆den vej ja∆ (.) kig så  

 that way yes (.) now look 

 ∆..........∆points--->   

23 •(0.7)    • 

• looks down•      

 

24 -38 [...] (IOR keeps saying to IEE that she must turn her head)  

 

39 IOR: ∆gør så*dan her  

 do   like   this 

 ∆turns head---> (until l. 52 ) 

        *turns head---> (until end of transcript) 

        •to the right ---> (until l. 42) 

40 IOR: ja 

 Yes 

             

41 (.) 

 

In line 20, IOR now bodily demonstrates the head movement for IEE: she shakes her head 

from side to side while producing “li- like this”. This shift to a bodily demonstration by IOR is 

occasioned by the interactional contingency of the situation, that is on the failure of IEE to 

follow the instructions in the preceding interaction. The demonstration is designedly 

mimicable as the deictic terms (“li- like this”) are only intelligible in the entire temporal and 

spatial body configuration, referring to IOR’s head movements. It is worth noting that while 

turning her head, IOR keeps her own gaze fixed on the screen, possibly monitoring IEE’s 

actions which is an integral part of the instruction activity – and actually mirroring and 

implicitly legitimizing the same (problematic, yet obviously relevant) actions by IEE. By 

maintaining her gaze at the place where she can observe her co-participant, IOR thereby 

embeds the demonstration in the overall instructional activity (See Nishizaka 2017: 114 for 

a similar argument).  

 At the beginning of IOR’s second head shake in line 20, IEE turns her head and 

holds it to the right, while keeping her gaze focused on the screen (Figure 3). While this 

head position complies with the formal instruction (turning her head), it does not do so in a 
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manner that leads to the intended outcome, i.e. that IEE actually switches her visual field in 

a way so she sees the scanner in a relevant, accountable way. IOR can observe this by the 

fact that IEE’s gaze has not moved to the side but remains fixed on the screen. In the next 

turns, IEE displays her understanding of the term “right” by holding her right hand up and 

saying “the right” (l. 21) but does not display the scanner as a relevant thing on which to 

focus. IEE demonstratively orients her gaze towards the screen and thus fails to locate the 

scanner. IOR continues instructing and showing IEE to turn her head (omitted in the 

transcript), until she recycles her designedly mimicable embodied demonstration of the 

required action in l. 39 (turning her head and saying “do like this” simultaneously). Again, 

IEE complies with the instruction as she turns her head, but keeps gazing at IOR and thus 

does not accountably recognize the scanner as relevant. She acknowledges the instruction 

with a “yes” in Line 40 but does not produce a change of state token or similar item. 

Integrated with these embodied moves, the verbal mode is upgraded from minimal deictic 

references (l. 20 and 22) to minimal unmitigated imperatives (l. 22 and 39). 

 Thus, this sequence shows how IOR decomposes her instruction into an 

embodied demonstration of intermediate steps which is designed to be mimicked by IEE, 

and that IEE subsequently mimics the actions. However, the project of getting IEE to see 

the scanner as a relevant object still does not succeed. IEE does in fact exactly mimic IOR’s 

actions; IOR turns her head but does not change gaze direction. IEE mimics this by turning 

her head slightly but keeps gazing at the screen. So, although the actions are designed to 

be mimicked, and are in fact mimicked, they still do not solve the local, emergent problem. 

The ‘fractured ecologies’ of the interaction seem consequential for this, as the technological 

setup only allows the participants to mutually monitor each other’s embodied behavior if they 

focus their gaze on the screen that renders visible parts of their co-participant’s ecology. In 

a co-present demonstration of mutual actions this mutual monitoring would not be restricted 

to a software window on a screen (see e.g. Goodwin 1994, Keevallik 2013, Nishizaka 2017). 

 
4.4 Upgrading the use of multimodal resources to make actions 
mimicable        
Given that the instruction remains unsuccessful and that IEE does not demonstrate 

understanding of what to do, we observe how IOR upgrades her efforts to produce the 
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instruction through deictic pointing practices and by demonstrating and designing mimicable 

actions. 
 

 

42 IOR: •∆↑>DER<# 

   ↑>THERE< 

  ∆points---> 

       --->• at screen --->  

  

fig         #fig.4 

 

 
  figure 4 

    

43 (0.5) 

44 IOR: der står en maski:n, 

 there is a machi:ne, 

45 (0.4) 

46 IOR: ja 

 yes 

47 (.) 

48 IOR: med en orange bakke 

 with an orange tray 

49 (0.4) 

50 IOR: ja 

 yes 

51 (.)  

52 IOR: prøv∆- drej hovedet ∆lidt mere 

 try-  turn your head a bit more 
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 -->∆                ∆turns head more to the side ---> 

53 (0.3) 

54 IEE: ja 

 yes  

 -->•  

55 (0.9) ((C sees printer)) 

56 IOR:    [↑DER#∆ 

 [↑THERE 

   --->∆ 

 •looks at printer• 

fig                 #fig.5 

57 IEE: *[den der * 

  [that one 

 *---5----* 

 

      

 
 figure 5 

   

58 (0.5) 

59 IEE: >den der<= 

 >that one<= 

60 IOR: =ja 

 =yes  

-->• 

61 (0.7) 

 -->∆ 

62 IOR: put papiret derop  

 put the paper in there 
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5: points at printer 
 

As both IOR and IEE are holding their heads to the side, IOR produces the demonstrative 

pronoun with high volume “↑>THERE<”, creating a deictic reference for IEE to make sense 

of. The timing and the format of the reference are crucial as it is produced at a time when 

IEE is holding her head to the right and is observably gazing to the right as well. The rapid 

production, minimal design, and high pitch of the reference stresses its deictic nature: It is 

upon the production of the reference that something in the visual field of IEE is indexed as 

urgently relevant. Interestingly, IOR also points to the scanner on her own screen on l. 42, 

but this is not effective for the interaction, firstly because the camera cannot pick up this 

gesture at the height at which IOR is holding her hand and secondly because the pointing 

is meaningless because this recipient has severe difficulty with understanding and 

recognizing the terms and object involved in the instructions, partly due to the fractured 

ecology of the encounter. As with the previous instructions, this instruction only partially 

succeeds, since IEE does not see the printer. Following a short pause, while IOR and IEE 

are still holding their heads slightly sideways, IOR follows up her embodied instruction with 

“there is a machi:ne” (l. 44). This turn is a modified repeat of her instruction in l. 1-2. The 

modified element is the reference term for the object IOR is trying to get IEE to see: IOR 

switches from “printer” to “machine”. This switch presupposes that IEE has less knowledge 

of the object than the initial reference, as “machine” is the hypernym of “printer”, and in so 

doing targets the initial formulation of the instruction as potentially problematic.  

 IOR’s attempts to get IEE to locate the scanner are unsuccessful until line 52. 

Here, she elaborates her bodily demonstration by turning her head (which is already held in 

a sideways position) a little further to the side as she says, “a little more”. IEE acknowledges 

this instruction verbally and by turning her head even more to the side. As she does so, she 

makes a subtle movement with her head, which somehow indicates a change in perception, 

i.e. seeing the printer. As IEE turns her head all the way to the side and moves it subtly upon 

seeing the printer, IOR repeats her deictic reference from earlier (↑THERE, l. 42). In line 57, 

just as IOR has finished her turn, IEE points to the scanner and adds to this gesture verbally 

with the minimal question designed declarative: “that one” (l. 57).  

Thus, the instruction and reorganisation of the co-participant's body posture and 

perceptual field is accomplished through a mix of semiotic means: both a verbal instruction 
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and designedly mimicable embodied demonstrations of moving or turning one’s head, using 

the body as a model, even more following a respecification of the referent to “machine”, 

which may also play a part in the success of the instruction. 

The problem is not that IEE does not mimic the embodied actions; the problem 

is that the gaze is not moved away from the screen. IOR turns her head (e.g. l. 39) but keeps 

gazing at the screen, and IEE mimics exactly that action. This reveals interesting aspects of 

visuality. Not only in terms of what to see and how to see it and in terms of resources 

involved (moving head and/or shifting gaze), but also with regards to comprehension 

expressed by use of shape and color terms to direct IOR’s actions. As part of the upgrading 

sequence IEE breaks down the instruction into smaller parts consisting of reference to 

‘sense-data’; a vernacular use of basic shape, positional, and color terms to direct IOR’s 

search.  

It is interesting how the construction of the perceptual field is reconfigured from 

indexical references to presumed common knowledge about what a printer is, to its 

decomposed elements of being a machine with an orange tray. The construction of seeing 

something as something is a very basic semiotic task involving an interpreter seeing an 

object as a sign (Peirce 1955). Already Hanson (1977, p. 15) showed how we do not see 

things the same way. Looking at an X-ray tube, Sir Lawrence Bragg and an Eskimo baby 

would visually see the same object. But the ways in which they are visually aware are 

profoundly different. Seeing is not only the having of a visual experience; it is also the way 

in which the visual experience is had. In the example IEE tells IOR to see “the printer” as a 

machine with an orange tray, thereby decomposing the instruction into more basic elements. 

Seeing is an organizational feature of an embodied, visible activity. Visual perception is not 

simply a discrete state resulting from information processing, but rather a resource for the 

activity of information processing (Nishizaka 2000). We do not know if the recipient of the 

instructions is unfamiliar with what a printer is, but we observe the practice of decomposing 

and in that process IOR reformulates the printer as a machine. So, IOR orients to the 

possibility, that IEE cannot really “see” the printer, as she may not know what a printer 

is. “Seeing” is thus not only a matter of establishing a common visual field by gazing the 

right direction, which may be more complicated in the video-mediated environment, but also 

a matter of seeing something as something, i.e. understanding (Cf. Coulter and Parsons, 

1990).     
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5. In the absence of shared understandings: Mimicable embodied 
demonstrations in decomposed sequences.    
The fundamental order of human action relies on tacit norms (Wittgenstein, 1953; Garfinkel, 

2002; Liberman, 2013) which is very useful for the seamless accomplishment of activities. 

Research has shown that a successful interpretation, an appropriate expression, and the 

practical application of general social rules do not only follow the simplicity of words, but 

involve degrees of situated appropriateness, implicit knowledge which is neither sufficiently 

decontextualizable, nor capable of being converted into explicit knowledge (Dreyfus & 

Dreyfus, 1986; Merleau-Ponty, 2002; Loenhoff, 2017). In this paper we have shown that the 

accomplishment of a rather simple task of being instructed to put a paper in a printer is 

composed of taken-for-granted shared understandings embedded in language-

understanding (unable to naturally read a letter), object-understanding (knowing what a 

printer is) and a visual-spatial understanding (knowing where a printer could be placed) that 

is situated within a particular relationship to the local, emergent circumstances (cf. Suchman, 

1987). This is made evident when the interaction is troubled and sequentially decomposed.  

 The analysis has revealed how complicated actions become when instructees 

do not understand and act according to implicit understandings and practical knowledge. 

The instructee did demonstratively not have an intuitive grasp of the situation based on tacit 

understanding of the activity. But this lack of expertise in exactly this kind of situation was 

solved through an adjusted recipient design, decomposing the required action into simple 

discernible steps, specifically by upgrading the verbal turn design and using the designedly 

mimicable embodied demonstrations. By “solved” we mean that the instructee finally was 

able to recognize the machine (printer) as the place to put her paper. In the subsequent 

sequences, which we have not included in this analysis, she is actually able to put the paper 

in the printer without complications. The instructor then controls the scanning process from 

her remote position, thus reducing any further complications on the recipient side.  

We find similarities to James Heap's (2014) discussions on reading lessons in 

elementary school, where assessments of oral reading competency use a distinction 

between reading with and reading without “understanding”. We observe the same kind of 

issues in this completely different setting. An instructee can perform the required handling 

of an object by “fully understanding” what to do, how to do it and why to do it. This requires 
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“only” that the instructor says for instance: “put the paper in the printer” and then – based 

on prior knowledge and expertise, the instructee scans the room and recognizes the printer 

(as shown in ex 1). But the required action can also be accomplished – as we have shown 

in the longer single case - while not really “understanding” how and why, but just by 

mimicking discernible steps.  

 Studies have shown how children from early ages learn by imitating other 

people (e.g. Byrne & Russon, 1998; Bekkering, Wohlschlager, & Gattis, 2000; Want & 

Harris, 2002). However, to mimic and to imitate are not exactly the same. While imitation 

may mean to do something in the same way as something or someone else, mimicry is a 

more mechanical type of behavioral copy of someone's actions or other observable 

expressions. Thus, to mimic may have more of a connotation of “super-copying” (McGuigan, 

Makinson, & Whiten, 2011) of another individual, as though one is copying the outward 

actions of another but not necessarily understanding why those actions are done. This is 

perhaps why mimicry also have been applied in robotics, where robots are programmed to 

perform certain actions. In this context, it is necessary for the robot (being purely algorithmic) 

to decode clear-cut steps of an action or activity in mechanical ways (Alač, 2009). We have 

shown just how in the face of interactional indications of a lack of ‘understanding’, the 

instructor decomposes the interaction and resorts to a more mechanical or behavioristic 

sequence of prompts and bodily demonstrations designed to be mimicked.  

 In our data, we observed an upgrade of the verbal mode and a move towards 

minimization and granulation of explanation. The instructor moves from using interrogatives 

with embedded declaratives or inquiries about abilities, to declaratives, deictic references 

and increments to declaratives, and finally resorts to unmitigated imperatives, as recorded 

in the following list of upgrading attempts: 

• from references to common knowledge about objects to less precise references to 

unfamiliar objects (e.g. l. 2 versus l. 44) 

• from references to common knowledge to use of under-specified discourse referents, 

e.g. the demonstrative "this here", a descriptive use of indexicals (cf. Nunberg, 2004), 

(e.g. l. 1-4 versus l. 20 "like this" and l. 22 "that way" and l. 39 "like this") 

• from requests with references to common knowledge about objects to directives with 

a granularization of context (cf. Nunberg, 2004), (e.g. l. 1-4 versus l. 6 versus l. 10) 
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• from inquiries and mitigated verbal directions to unmitigated imperatives (e.g. l. 1-2 

versus l. 13 versus l. 17) 

• from requests to directives (e.g. l. 1 versus l. 13) 

• from using the verbal mode to using embodied demonstrations (e.g. l. 1-4 versus l. 

13-22 versus l. 39-52 

• from showing physical actions to stylized or emphasized demonstration of physical 

action (e.g. l. 1 versus l. 13 versus l. 20 versus l. 39) 

• from embodied gloss of movements to embodied decomposed granulated physical 

actions (e.g l. 1 versus l. 39, 42, 44, 48 versus l. 52, 56, 62) 

 

The upgraded versions all treat the lack of desired uptake that IOR is pursuing from IEE by 

means of physical actions with respect to the scanner as indications of the IEE not 

understanding or not seeing, not as the IEE not being willing or able to do so. The apparent 

complexity and difficulty of this task is about lack of shared language-understanding, object-

understanding and a visual-spatial understanding that is situated within a particular 

relationship to the local, emergent circumstances but it is also related to problems based on 

the fractured ecology of the video mediation.   

 One specific characteristic of video-mediated interaction that contributes to the 

complexity of the instruction activity is the fact that the participants do not share the situated 

material structure in which the activity is being conducted. Therefore, the instructors cannot 

use tactile resources or other locally situated sensory input such as smelling/feeling/sensing 

when assisting the activity and consequently has to instruct the instructee on how to handle 

the objects themselves in a remote place by using verbal descriptions and embodied 

demonstrations. This fact distinguishes the setting we have analyzed significantly from the 

studies of face-to-face demonstrations by e.g. Goodwin (1994), Keevalik (2013) and 

Nishizaka (2017).   

 Although the single case analysis showed how basic communication is so 

fraught that the relevance of the video is swamped by difficulties with understanding, the 

video-mediation is nevertheless a fundamental precondition that restricts the possible 

repertoire of actions with procedural consequentialities. The video-mediated format and the 

specific restrictions and affordances it provides produce structural problems with regard to 

locally meaningful instructions (e.g. where a pointing action is aiming at). This is not a new 
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finding, but it adds to the wider literature concerning tele-medicine (Jarvis-Selinger, Chan, 

Payne, Plohman, & Ho, 2008; Liu et al., 2007; Miller, 2003, 2011; Stryhn, Jackson, & 

Nielsen, 2016) as well as, more specifically, to the EMCA research done in this field (Heath 

& Luff, 1992; Luff et al., 2003; Luff et al., 2013, 2016; Arminen, Licoppe, & Spagnolli, 2016; 

Hjulstad, 2016; Licoppe et al., 2017; Licoppe & Veyrier, 2017).  

 Licoppe et al. (2017) have demonstrated how participants show one another 

objects in video-mediated settings, revealing how this conduct is configured and organized 

within the interaction between participants. They and Nielsen (2019) show how the subtle 

adjustment of bodily position, head, and gaze with respect to the handheld objects offer 

crucial resources for participants seeking to achieve joint seeing and shared understanding. 

We have in this paper likewise shown how participants readjust their bodies in space in 

order to render actions visible. However, unlike Licoppe et al., we have shown just how 

instructional object-directed actions are upgraded when shared understanding is 

problematized. Thus, this paper contributes with two new findings about the practice of 

decomposing and the action of doing a mimicable embodied demonstration as participants 

resources for succeeding with the current task in a video-mediated environment.    

We showed how the embodied demonstrations are designed to be mimicked, 

but they require that the instructee performs a visual analysis of the embodied 

demonstrations. In the example, the instructor turns her head to the right, thereby 

demonstrating the movement she wants the instructee to make and she also points. These 

demonstrations are produced by the instructor to actively reduce contingencies so that the 

instructee can mimic intermediate steps in order to accomplish the activity. The bodily 

actions of the instructor are not meant to solve things on their 'own side' but solely serve to 

demonstrate for the participant on 'the other side'.  

There is a vast body of research on how participants use pointing gestures to 

orchestrate verbal actions, specifically with regard to referential, indexical practices and 

deictics (Goodwin, 2003; Haviland, 2000; Kendon, 2005; Mondada, 2007; Streeck, 2010). 

However, in the excerpt the instructor's pointing practice is toward her own screen, aimed 

at something positioned at the instructee's remote ecology: the pointing toward the scanner 

(l. 42) makes sense for the instructor based on her visual orientation but is not treated the 

same way by the instructee. This poses a challenge caused by the divergent relationship 

between what the professional is pointing toward “through the screen” and the way the point 
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appears on the instructees side of the screen. Because of this discrepancy, the pointing 

activity does not support the communicative purpose of attaining a shared focus between 

participants.  

Additionally, spatial terms (Nishizaka, 2017) were used by the participants to 

describe position and directions (e.g. line 1: ”to your right there”). These kinds of terms are 

indexical and dependent on reference points in space. But as showed in the analysis, this 

is complicated in a fractured ecology if participants do not rely on other taken-for-granted 

understandings. Thus, the instructor deals with the lack of understanding by eventually 

demonstrating, as part of the instructional sequence, the required actions on herself, using 

her “body as a model” (Nishizaka, 2017). This is a kind of “phenomenological displacement” 

(Henry, 2008), where the instructor imaginatively places herself in the position of the 

instructee and directs the head and arm movements to open up a visual “phenomenal field” 

(Garfinkel & Livingston, 2003), within which the printer can then be shown to be present. 

The instructor produces embodied demonstrations by using her own body to make the 

instructee perform the required physical movement to handle the object correctly. This is 

different than producing depicting gestures (Streeck, 2009), which are designed to almost 

literally reassemble an object. Using the body as a model for demonstration in order to be 

mimicked is a different action but similar conceptually connected to vision – but vision as it 

is enabled through the local affordances of the video cameras, angles and screens which 

obscures the image proximity and proportions. 

The single case analysis has revealed how troubles in a video-mediated 

institutional context where the instructee exhibit basic problems with understanding, are 

solved through mimicable embodied demonstrations in a decomposed sequence.  The basic 

troubles with understanding reveal the indexical knowledge that ordinarily goes into shared 

understanding. This makes us think of Wittgenstein’s discussions of how to understand a 

sign-post. He reflects: “… where is it said which way I am to follow it; whether in the direction 

of its finger or (e.g.) in the opposite one?” [Wittgenstein 1953 §85]. We have shown how in 

the context of limited shared taken-for-granted knowledge about language, objects and 

visual-spatial properties, the instructor competently decomposes the sequence into 

mechanical granulated steps in the process of accomplishing the activity and make it salient 

for the recipient just how to “understand” the “sign-post”. This is truly astonishing 

interactional work.  
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Abstract 

  
When faced with providing a service previously offered face to face through video-mediation, it is 

commonly perceived as a challenge by professionals. This article explores and discusses this 

challenge in a perspicuous setting from an EMCA multimodal interaction analysis perspective. By 

analysing and comparing video recordings of a particular instructional activity in face to face and 

video-mediated public service encounters, the article focuses on the professionals’ design of 

instructions and the mutual accomplishment of the institutional service. The analysis shows that the 

professionals in the co-present setting construct minimal directives, drawing upon embodied and 

deictic resources. In the video-mediated encounters, the directive sequences become longer and more 

linguistically complex. As an example of this, the professionals make use of transitional directives, 

i.e. directives specifically aimed at getting a co-participant to reorient her body in order to perceive 

and attend to an item. The findings are used to discuss the perceived challenge of video mediation for 

the involved professionals and the procedural consequentiality of video-mediation on the practices. 

The study is based on 10 hours of video recordings. Data are in Danish. 

 

Keywords: multimodality, EMCA, video-mediated interaction, directives, instructed action 
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1. Introduction 
 

For the last three decades, video-mediated interaction has become ubiquitous due to the technological 

advances and the spread of devices that enable video conversations (Mlynář, González-Martínez, & 

Lalanne, 2018). In Denmark, the use of video mediation in interactions between professionals from 

publicly funded institutions and citizens is presumed to grow (e.g. in telemedicine and public service 

encounters) in the years to come due to political plans to digitalise the public sector in the future 

(World-class Digital Service, 2018). Often, the implementation of video-mediated services in 

organisations is associated with concerns from the involved practitioners, who report that they have 

difficulties with providing the service through the screen (Lange, 2014). This poses an intriguing 

question for EMCA research: are there any observable actions or practices in the interaction that 

might illuminate why providing the “same” service through a video link is perceived to be more 

difficult? From an EMCA perspective, this question cannot be answered generally, as “video 

mediation” cannot be expected to be procedurally consequential a priori (Arminen, Licoppe, & 

Spagnolli, 2016). Instead, we can only begin to answer the question through the detailed study of the 

embodied and multimodal activities that are shaped moment by moment by co-participants in the 

course of situated interactions (C. Goodwin, 2018). This article takes an empirical case as a starting 

point for an analysis on the micro-level of interaction: a public service institution that has recently 

digitalised the service of ordering passports for citizens. The ordering of a passport is constituted by 

a number of fixed, interrelated steps, e.g. the professional reviewing relevant documentation, 

measuring the height of the citizen, taking a passport photo and scanning both index fingers of the 

citizen. A central feature of the progression and accomplishment of the encounter are thus instructions 

and instructed actions, making the encounters a perspicuous setting for the study of these actions. A 

majority of the involved practitioners stated in interviews that it was more difficult to instruct citizens 

about what to do in the video-mediated encounters. Through a systematic analysis of the multimodal 

resources employed in a particular instructional sequence and the design of the directives in situ, this 

article sheds light on what interactional resources are afforded and utilized in the different ecologies. 

This analysis is used as a basis for discussing what the differences are between the settings, how this 

might influence the perceived complexity of the video mediation by the professionals and the 

procedural consequentiality of video mediation on the practices in general (Arminen et al., 2016).  
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2. Literature review 
 

This study applies an analytic framework of multimodal interaction analysis (Streeck, Goodwin, & 

LeBaron, 2011) within the multimodal EMCA tradition (Nevile, 2015). Thereby the study adds to the 

growing body of EMCA research on instructions and video-mediated interaction (for an extensive 

overview of the field for the last twenty years, see (Mlynář et al., 2018). The following sections will 

sketch out relevant work in the field. 

 

2.1 Getting someone to do something in the here and now: instructions in the form 

of directives 
 

As any social action can arguably be categorized in a variety of ways (Enfield & Sidnell, 2017, p. 

532), the terminology used to refer to the focal actions in the article is justified below. Following the 

approach in Mondada (2014), this article will draw on two complementary terminological traditions 

to describe the phenomena analysed:  

 

First, the article draws upon literature on instructions and instructed action within ethnomethodology. 

In this tradition, instructing is an accountable and paired action (Garfinkel, 1967, 2002 chp. 6; 

Mondada, 2011, p. 545), consisting of instruction and instructed action. Instructions are inherently 

incomplete (Garfinkel, 1967, p. 29) in the sense that their design (whatever resources are used to 

assemble them) cannot provide an instructee with an exhaustive account of what it would take to – in 

colloquial terms - follow the instruction practically. Making sense of instructions in this view is not 

merely “following” them, but rather always a situated, interpretive accomplishment by participants 

(Suchman 1987). Instructions in this tradition often take the form of docile texts (Garfinkel, 2002), 

examples of which could be assembling manuals, maps, writing in displays (Suchman, 1987) and 

online video instructions (Heinemann & Möller, 2016; Tuncer, Brown, & Lindwall, 2018), which are 

all quite different compared to the social actions under scrutiny in this study. 

 

Secondly, the article draws upon conversation analytic literature on directives. ‘Directives’ is a term 

with an origin in speech act theory (Searle, 1969), and can be glossed as “utterances designed to get 

someone to do something” (M. H. Goodwin, 2006, p. 517). A directive here refers to a first action in 

a sequence that projects a second action, the response (M. H. Goodwin, 2006; M. H. Goodwin & 
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Cekaite, 2013, 2018). The second action is dubbed various things in the literature, differences which 

are outside the scope of this article to discuss (see e.g. De Stefani & Gazin (2014, p. 64) for a 

discussion). The use of the term directive to describe the analyzed actions in this article is motivated 

by a number of points. First, ‘directive’ is not used interchangeably with ‘instruction’. Rather, their 

relationship should be seen as a hyponymic relation with directives being just one form that 

instructions might take. Second, it alludes to the fact that the instructions under scrutiny are social 

actions partly assembled by linguistic and embodied resources (and not e.g. docile texts). Third, using 

the term underlines that the situated, sequential and temporal aspects of their production is considered 

in the analysis: the actions are performed as an interactional sequence with the second action 

immediately following the first. In other words, the directives under scrutiny here are designed to be 

followed in the here-and-now, not “remotely” (Steensig & Heinemann, 2014). The analyses presented 

are in this sense conversation analytic, relying on a sequential analysis of actions through 

transcriptions of bodies-, objects- and talk-in-interaction. 

 

2.2 Instructional activities in video-mediated interaction  
 

Instructions have been studied in a range of co-present settings often with a focus on training: e.g. 

classrooms (Macbeth, 2011), surgery (Koschmann, LeBaron, Goodwin, & Feltovich, 2011; 

Mondada, 2014a), driving lessons (De Stefani & Gazin, 2014), textile crafts lessons (Lindwall & 

Ekström, 2012), prenatal ultrasound examinations (Nishizaka, 2014) and archaeological field work 

(C. Goodwin, 1994). Instructions in co-present settings can be built from multimodal resources. A 

relevant example of this could be how when surgeons direct their assistant’s hands, they design their 

instructions in various ways, ranging from full verbal directives and the use of deictic expressions to 

silent embodied instructions (Mondada, 2014a). The activity studied in this article is similar to that 

described by Mondada (2014a) in the sense that the goal of the instruction from the professionals’ 

side in my data is to have the citizen place her finger on a particular object in the shared visual and 

immediate material surround: the finger scanner. 

 

When it comes to published work on instructions in video-mediated settings, the literature is scarcer. 

Through analyses of co-present and video-mediated music lessons, Duffy and Healy (2012, 2014) 

show how the instructors draw upon different interactional resources to instruct their students in a 

correct positioning of their body. In the co-present setting, the instructors make use of postural and 
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positional cues, while they give more precise verbal instructions in the video-mediated setting. 

Recently it has been shown how instructions to use a technological object is may be decomposed into 

designedly mimicable embodied demonstrations (Due, Lange, Nielsen, & Jarlskov, 2019) in an 

extended repair sequence.  

 

There are a number of reasons that the findings from co-present settings might not be transferable to 

video-mediated instructions. From early on, research has pointed out that the way that video 

mediating technology through its design “provides physically distributed individuals with 

incongruent environments for interaction” (Heath & Luff, 1993, p. 15), leaving participants without 

a “reciprocity of perspectives” (Schutz, 1962). Of particular importance to the data in this study, 

video-mediated interaction has been characterised as “fractured ecologies” (Luff et al., 2003), 

referring to the observation that the video mediation constrains the way in which pointing and gaze 

can be drawn upon as interactional resources by participants. This does not mean that participants 

cannot use gestures or gaze as resources in video-mediated interaction, but that video-mediated 

ecologies usually offer different affordances for interaction (Hutchby, 2001, 2014) than co-present 

settings. A characteristic feature of video-mediated settings is the way in which the screens on which 

the visual representation of the remote location is presented often will take up only a fraction of the 

visual field of the participants (Raudaskoski, 1999, p. 200). This constitutes “evidential boundaries” 

(Goffman, 1974), and the participants might compensate for this reduced visibility by verbalising 

actions (Nielsen, 2019). Social actions and practices (e.g. gestures and reference to material objects) 

can be performed in a way particular suited to the affordances of the visual frame (Luff et al., 2016), 

and participants have been shown to orient to the video mediation through a number of practices. As 

an example, showings of objects and one’s surroundings are performed in ways that are characteristic 

to video-mediated interaction (Licoppe, 2017; Licoppe et al., 2017; Licoppe & Morel, 2014). 

Participants also show a normative orientation towards a ‘talking head configuration’, putting the 

current speaker in the frame as a default mode of communication (Licoppe & Morel, 2012, p. 410). 

If a speaker does not produce a talking head configuration, it is an accountable matter. The activity 

that participants are engaged in might impact this norm, e.g. in video-mediated translation (Hansen 

2020). 
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3. The data & setting 
 

The data in this article were collected as part of a larger research project in Denmark investigating 

video mediated interaction in professional settings11. In the overall project, over 100 hours of video 

recordings were made in telemedicine, international business and public service settings. A subset of 

this larger data pool was used for the analyses in this article. The data corpus selected specifically for 

this article consists of approximately 10 hours of recordings from a public service organisation. The 

recordings of the passport ordering are comprised of 25 encounters, 14 of the encounters are video-

mediated, 11 face to face. There are two participants to the encounters: a public service professional 

(P) and a citizen (C) as illustrated in table 1: 

Table 1: The same institutional activity in two different interactional ecologies. 
 

While the local identities (Zimmerman, 1998) of the participants in the analysed extracts is arguably 

instructor and instructee, they will be referred to as C and P to refer to the overall encounter that the 

instructions take place within. The data was collected with the informed consent of all parties. In the 

face to face encounters, the interaction was recorded through a single camera, while the video 

mediated interaction was recorded by two cameras at the different locations synchronously. To avoid 

any methodological and theoretical problems associated with synchronising footage from two 

locations (e.g. on the basis of the sound waveforms)12, the analytic approach has been to view the 

data from the two locations by themselves prior to transcription. The transcriptions of the talk-in-

interaction included in the article have been based on the recordings from the citizens’ location, in 

                                                
11 11To read more about the project, see: https://circd.ku.dk/projects/videomediated-interaction/ 
12 With current technology an uncertain amount of time lag is expectable between locations (Ruhleder & Jordan, 2001), 

making the perspectives incommensurable. This makes synchronizing video recordings practically difficult and 

theoretically problematic. 
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order to best document the format of the directives that are publicly available at the location, and thus 

witnessable for the citizen. To justify any comparison between the settings, this article focuses on a 

recurrent instruction sequence during the encounters. The activity under scrutiny is finger scanning, 

from the moment the professional initiates the activity to the time the citizen places her first finger in 

the scanner. 

 

Due to the risk of fraud and security concerns, the issuing of passports and all work flows connected 

with it is supervised and monitored meticulously by the Danish National Police. For this reason, some 

information regarding the workings of the video mediation solution are confidential. As a 

consequence, we were not legally allowed to video record the screens during the video mediated 

encounters, but only the participants in each location. While this recording practice is not optimal, as 

it does not allow the analyst to see the whole participation framework (Mondada, 2012), it does 

document how the instructions are designed and responded to in situ. This makes the professional’s 

design of the instructions and the citizen’s response witnessable (Garfinkel, 1967) and thus 

analysable. To give the reader a better understanding of the recorded video mediated ecologies, figure 

2 offers still photos of the two locations before an interaction (complying with the legal 

requirements):  

 
Table 2: The two institutional activity in two different interactional ecologies 
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The material setup of the face to face and the video mediated encounters are heterogenous. Notably, 

there is only one finger scanner in the face to face encounters, where there are two in the passport 

box (compare tables 1 and 2). This difference and its potential implications for the interaction will be 

discussed in the analyses. The transcription follows standards within EMCA (Jefferson (2004) and 

Mondada (2016) for aural and multimodal conduct respectively), and a glossary of applied symbols 

can be consulted in the appendix. 

 

4. Directives in face to face passport ordering 

 
The following two fragments serve as illustrations of some recurrent features of the analyzed 

directives in the 11 face to face passport orderings. They have been chosen on the basis of their 

representativeness of the collection of directives in the dataset. Though different in terms of 

participation frameworks, they share the same underlying format.  

 

4.1 Fragment 1  
 

We enter the interaction as P (the public service professional, sitting to the left in the still photos) and 

C (the citizen sitting to the right in the still photos) have just returned to the table after C’s height has 

been measured elsewhere. P has been typing the results into her computer. P now clicks the mouse, 

starting the fingerprint scanner (F):  

 
01   (2.0)*†#(1.2)  

   P      *clicks mouse  

   F       †starts blinking red ---> 

            #fig.1 
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Fig 1 

02 P  Så •er det *fingeraftryk og [din] *høj*re *pegefinger.  

      Then it is fingerprints and your right index finger     

   P     •at scanner    

   P             *.....................*-2-*,,,* 

      *2* Points to scanner 

03 C                           [∆ja]# 

    [yes] 

   C     ∆,,,--->  

                             
#fig.2 

 

Fig 2 

04   (0.1)*(0.3) 

   P      *...---> 

05 P    *Derop* hvor den blink*er. 

        Up there where it blinks 

   P -->*--3--*,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,*  

     3: points to scanner  

06 C Den højre pege[fin∆ger her. 

     The right index finger here 
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   C  --->places r fing∆holds finger on scanner --->   

07 P         [ja•   

         [yes 

   P  •to computer screen 

08   (1.7)†#   
      --->†Light turns green 

           #fig.3 

 
Fig 3 

09 P Perfekt og du ∆løfter hånden og gør det samme= 

     Perfect and you lift the hand and do the same  

               --->∆ 

10 P =med din venstre pegefinger.  

      with your left index finger 

 

Before any linguistic move, P clicks her mouse resulting in the fingerprint scanner blinking, which 

indicates that it is ready for fingerprint scanning (l. 1). This change is not oriented to by C; he sits in 

a position that could be described as doing waiting: his hands are in his lap and he looks straight 

ahead into the horizon. In line 2, P produces a turn with two parts; The first part is an announcement 

that the next item on the agenda is taking fingerprints (‘Then it is fingerprints’). By prefacing 

the turn with “Så” (‘then’), P makes a reference to the temporal progression of the service encounter, 

indexing the agenda-bound character of the upcoming activity (Svennevig, 2012). The second part of 

P’s turn specifies the first relevant finger for scanning (‘and your right index finger’). 

Simultaneously, P orients to the scanner first by gaze and then pointing at the scanner with her right 

index finger as she produces the first syllable of ‘right’ (which is disyllabic in Danish: “højre”, 

l.2). Just prior to this, C displays that he is ready for the next activity, as he withdraws from his 

waiting position, says ‘yes’ in overlap (l. 3), shifts his gaze towards the scanner and lifts his hands 
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from his lap (see figure 2). After a short pause where P initiates a new point to the scanner (l. 4), she 

now specifies the position that the right index finger should be in (‘Up there where it blinks’, l. 

5). Together with line 2, this functions as a directive: instructing C to put his right index finger on the 

finger scanner. The directive is built up of two components: first, a specification of the relevant finger 

and second a deictic expression accompanied with an environmentally coupled pointing gesture (C. 

Goodwin, 2007) specifying where the finger is to be scanned (‘Up there’ (l. 5)). The stroke of the 

point is timed so that it coincides with the deictic expression. As an increment, the ‘there’ is further 

elaborated as ‘where it blinks’ highlighting (C. Goodwin, 1994) a visually salient feature of the 

technology. In line 6, C complies with the directive by placing his finger in the right place, as he 

repeats the constitutive linguistic components of the directive (‘The right index finger here’, l. 

6). P acknowledges C’s actions in overlap (‘yes’, l. 7) and goes on to produce a turn that closes the 

scanning of the right finger (‘Perfect’, l. 10) and progresses to the next step in the scanning. While 

P’s directive is a complex multimodal gestalt (Mondada, 2014b) through its use of language, 

embodied gesture and material surround, it is also minimal in linguistic design, as it does not make 

use of any verbal predicate to gloss the action that C is directed to perform. The two-component 

structure of the directive – i.e. 1) specifying which finger is relevant by a nominal and 2) using a 

deictic expression accompanied by an indexical gesture – is recurrent in the dataset. In the next 

example, we will see how the directive is often prepared early before the verbal directive is produced 

(and the technology is oriented to early). 

 

4.2 Fragment 2 
 

We enter the interaction at the same phase of the encounter as in example 1: the participants have 

returned to the table after having measured C’s height elsewhere, and P has been typing in information 

on the keyboard. The participation framework is different from example 1 as the positions of P and 

C are inverted, and P is standing: 

 
01   (1.7)*†#(0.5)+*(0.8)#+(0.2)+*#  

   P      *clicks mouse  

   F       †starts blinking red ---> l.6 

   C         +at F  +     +at P 

   P          *............*Displays finger---> 

            #fig.4       #fig.5    #fig.6     
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Fig 4           Fig 5 

 
Fig 6    

02 P  Højre-∆(.)∆#Venster-. Højre hånds pegefinger.*∆ 

      Right- (.)  Left-     Right hands index finger.     

   P                  -->* 

   C        ∆...∆-----Holds right index finger------∆,,,--> 

                 #fig.7                             

 
Fig 7 
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03   *(0.5) 

   P *...-->  

04 P *Der.  #  *∆ 

      There. 

   -->*touch  F*,,, 

          -->,,,∆touches F 

Fig         #fig.8 

 
Fig.8 

05 (7.4)((F scans C’s finger)) 

 

In fragment 2, we see an even more minimal version of the two-component directive, as it only 

contains the specification of the finger (‘Right- (.)Left- Right hands index finger.’, l. 2) 

and the deictic expression (‘There.’, l. 4.), but no linguistic reference to the move in the agenda. 

There are a couple of things that can be observed prior to P formulating the directive. From the 

beginning of the excerpt, C is in waiting position (see fig 4) when the finger scanner starts blinking. 

After the blinking starts, P starts showing her left index finger and simultaneously C orients his gaze 

towards the blinking device (see fig. 5). When P’s left hand reaches a position level with C’s face, 

she holds her hand there with a gesture showing her left index finger. When the gesture reaches its 

stroke position, C shifts his gaze towards it and his hands have begun a movement away from the 

resting position on the table (see fig. 6). At this point in time no verbal directive has been formulated, 

but the shift in postures is change-implicative: there is an embodied shift in the activity (C from 

waiting position and P from working on the computer screen) and the theme of the upcoming activity 

is projected by the material surround (the blinking device) and P’s embodied actions (the gesture that 

focuses on showing the index finger). At this time, C now launches her directive, which is designed 

with two components: first, she thematises the relevant body part (‘Right- (.) Left- Right hands 

index finger.’ L. 2.). This is done with some repair, as she first seems to replace the word ‘right’ 
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with ‘left’, but then changes back to ‘right’. As P cuts off ‘right’ (“Højre-”) and initiates the repair, 

C displays his understanding of the ongoing turn and the upcoming activity by performing a gesture 

with his right hand where he points with his index finger while he gazes to the finger scanner (see 

fig. 7). He holds this gesture throughout the repair sequence not visibly orienting to the projected 

change of finger. In the ensuing pause, P moves her finger to the finger scanner, and produces the 

deictic expression ‘there’ (“Der.”, l. 4) at the moment she touches the part of the scanner where C is 

to put his finger. In the pause before P’s completion of the directive, C has moved his hands toward 

the same area, showing that he is ready to scan it (see fig. 8), which he does shortly thereafter. For 

the aim of this article, a few points can be foregrounded. First, P’s embodied work prior to the verbal 

directive prepares the ground for the directive, and perhaps even achieves it before the verbal 

completion. At the very least, it lays the ground for the minimal verbal directive: the analysed segment 

seems to align with Lorenza Mondada’s findings from surgery: when the embodied directive is 

carried out earlier than the verbal directive, the latter takes a reduced form, i.e. no verb is present and 

it employs isolated deictic elements (Mondada, 2014a, p. 145).  

 

4.3 The formats of directives in face to face passport ordering 

 
To sum up the analysis, the participants to the instructional sequences draw upon shifts in gaze and 

body orientation, language and a combination of indexical gestures and deictic elements. Inspired by 

“pre-” and  “base actions” from sequence organization (Stivers, 2012), the data might be described 

as a sequence consisting of a “preparation” and a “base directive”. As visualized in table 3, the base 

directive consists of minimally two components: 
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Instructions in the form of directives (co-present) 

 

Preparation  

- P starts scanner à scanner blinks 

- P shifts orientation to scanner (gaze, posture) à C orients to scanner 

- Optionally tying utterance to agenda (e.g. ‘then it is fingerprints’) 

Base directive 

Minimal linguistic format consisting of two components:  

1) Specification of finger (nominal) 

 2) Deictic expression + pointing gesture (multimodal gestalt) 
Table 3. Instructions in the co-present data 

 

5. Directives in video-mediated passport ordering 
 

The fragments in this section are chosen as they serve as examples of recurrent formats of the 

directives and trajectories of the directive sequences in the 14 video-mediated encounters in the 

dataset. Early into the analysis of the directives, it became clear that the professionals invariably did 

not make use of indexical gestures for this particular directive sequence (though some professionals 

did make use of gesturing in other sequences in the data). For this reason, there are no still photos 

depicting the gestural conduct of the professionals in the transcripts. The analyses are summed up in 

section 5.4 before it is discussed how the findings might be related to the video mediation and the 

professionals’ perceived complexity of the video-mediated encounters.  

    

5.1 Fragment 3: A straightforward directive and response 

 
The following fragment is an example of a straightforward instructional sequence in the video-

mediated data. The fragment has been chosen to illustrate how minimal the sequence may come off 

as the citizen unproblematically follows the directive. Often, the sequence is extended, as we will see 

in fragments 4 and 5. The analysis has been divided into three parts matching three distinct parts of 

the sequence: 
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1   P  #+S: ska vi os ha taget noget 

       Then we also need to take some 

    C  +towards screen 

Fig.   #fig.15 

 
       Fig 15 

2      fingeraftryk af dig.= 

       finger prints from you. 

                         

3  P     +=>jeg ska li ha den til< å sta:rte.#  

           >i just need to get it< to start. 

   C     +towards left F  

   Fig.                     #fig.16 

   
       Fig 16 

4      (2.5)  

5   P  Ja og så i din højre side  

       Yes and then in your right side 

6      der er der sån en [lille lampe=  

       Theres     such a little lamp= 

7   C     [Ja+∆ 

        Yes 
    C                       +moving l to r---> 

                             ∆moves to right --> 

8   P  =der blinker.+#  

       that blinks 
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    C  ------------>+fixed towards r F --->> 

   Fig.             #fig.17 

        
       Fig 17 

9      (.) 

10  C  ∆Ja∆ 

       Yes 

    C->∆-1-∆leans forward->  

      1:body turned towards r F 

11    (.) 

12  P S:ka jeg be dig om å sæt din 

      Then I have to ask you to put your 

13    højre pegefinger. 

      right index finger  

14    ∆(1.7) 

   -->∆Puts finger in r F 

15  C .hja#  

      .yes ((ingressive)) 

   Fig.   #fig.18 

       
      Fig 18 

16    (1.2)  

17  P <°*så:::dan*°> der. Det er fint. 

         Like       that. That’s fine. 
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Initiating the finger scanning activity as an independent TCU 

 

At the beginning of the fragment, C and P are positioned in front of their respective screens providing 

the video link to each other. They are thereby creating a talking heads configuration, which is their 

default position of the encounter. The fragment starts as the professional initiates the finger scanning 

activity verbally by two independent TCUs (‘Then we also need to take some finger prints 

from you’, l. 1-2 and ‘>i just need to get it< to sta:rt.’, l. 3) where the analysis will focus 

on the first TCU13. Here, P frames the finger scanning activity as a collaborative project (‘we also 

need to’, l. 1) and glosses the projected action by a full verbal predication (‘take some finger 

prints from you’, l. 2). This turn introduces the scanning activity as the next item on the 

institutional agenda (by the adverbs ‘then’ and ‘also’). It is worth noting some aspects of the linguistic 

packaging. First, is more elaborate than in the co-present directive sequences where the upcoming 

activity is either glossed through an impersonal construction by nominalization (cf. ‘Then it is 

fingerprints’ l. 1, fragment 1) or not glossed prior to the base directive (cf. fragment 2). Secondly, 

the action is constructed as a complete TCU in itself, projecting an instruction yet to come. This 

feature, as we will see in the following fragments, is recurrent in the video-mediated dataset, and is 

different from the organization of the co-present directives. When the scanning activity is explicitly 

verbalized as the next activity on the agenda in the co-present setting, it is routinely part of a TCU 

that also goes on to launch the actual directive sequence. As an example of this, the initiation of the 

activity and the specification of the relevant finger is presented in one coherent TCU ‘Then it is 

fingerprints and your right index finger.’ (l. 2, fragment 1). The difference between the 

formats is subtle, but substantial in terms of interactional economy: the instructional activity in the 

video-mediated encounter can be argued to be projected as “bigger” in an iconical sense, as it is 

composed of more steps than in the co-present encounters. In this way, P prioritises a more 

incremental establishment of intersubjectivity in the video-mediated encounter than in the co-present 

                                                
13 The second TCU (“i just need to get it to start.”, l. 2-3) is rushed through (Schegloff, 1982, 1987, p. 104), and is thus 

analyzed as an individual TCU. The waiting time projected is not unusual in the dataset, as the scanner sometimes takes 

a moment to start. From the data, it seems that this is a feature is unique to the video-mediated encounters, but will not 

be analysed in depth here. 
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encounter, where the format both projects the instruction sequence and jumps into the base directive 

in the same TCU. 

Transitional directive 

 

After the projected pause in l. 4, P resumes the instructional activity by providing a preliminary 

location and a visually salient item, the blinking lamp, to be found in that location (‘Yes and then 

in your right side theres such a little lamp that blinks’, l. 5,6 and 8). This directive 

functions as an instruction for C to locate the blinking lamp in his visual field, and he visibly starts 

scanning the table in front of him. The lamp is introduced with a predeterminer and an indefinite 

article (“sån en lampe”, l. 6). This construction is frequent in Danish (Jensen, 2013, p. 65), and can 

be used as a resource to set up an environment where a recipient has to explicitly confirm that the 

referent is accessible to her (Pedersen, 2014; Svennevig, 2010). In the fragment, C confirms his 

epistemic access to the referent in line 10 (‘Yes’). At this point in time, he has moved to a position 

right in front of the scanner, leaning forward with his gaze visibly oriented towards it. The function 

of P’s instruction in the form of a directive can be said to be transitional in this sense: it is aimed at 

positioning the citizen’s body in a way so that he can perceive and perform the finger scanning that 

is crucially relevant for the ongoing course of action. The transitional directive is constructed as a 

pre-requisite for giving the base instruction at a later time in the instructional sequence, and this 

explicit stepwise organization of the instruction is different from the directives in the co-present 

encounters. There, the shift in the joint attention to the finger scanner is accomplished silently by a 

change in body posture and gaze, which is not used in the video mediated interaction. While there are 

no grounds for postulating that the transitional directive is unique to video-mediated interaction, it is, 

like any other directive, contingent upon the participation framework including the spatial 

arrangement of objects, technologies and bodies in situ (Hutchby, 2014). In the video-mediated 

encounters, the citizens observably have to move from their default position (which is normatively 

accountable in video-mediated settings (Licoppe & Morel, 2012)) in front of the screen to their side 

in order to scan their fingers, where in the co-present setting, the citizens can remain seated in their 

default position and still reach the scanner (cf. fragments 1 and 2). In this way, the historically 

sedimented features (C. Goodwin, 2018) of this particular physical setting and norms for interacting 

through screens make the transitional directives relevant resources for the progressivity and 

accomplishment of the instructional sequence.  
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Base directive 

 

After C has positioned himself in front of the scanner, P now produces the base directive, instructing 

C to place his finger in the scanner (‘Then I have to ask you to put your right index 

finger’, l. 12-13). The construction ‘I have to ask you to X’ (‘jeg skal bede dig om at X’) is a 

conventional format for directives in Danish, possibly associated with claiming deontic authority due 

to the necessity expressed in the modal verb ‘skal’. The format explicitly verbalizes the action that C 

is to perform, glossing it as “putting” (‘put your right index finger’ l. 13). This is different to 

the co-present setting, where the action is not glossed, but rather expressed in the multimodal gestalt 

of an indexical gesture produced simultaneously with a deictic expression (e.g. ‘Up there’ in 

fragment 1, and ‘There’ in fragment 2) after the right index finger has been thematised. In terms of 

the interactional resources employed, the video mediated directive relies solely on linguistic resources 

and is more complex syntactically than in the co-present setting. C complies with the directive, 

placing his finger in the scanner with an ingressive ‘yes’ (“.hja”, l. 15). After a short pause, P 

produces a receipt of C’s action (“Like that.”, l. 17) and concludes the scanning with a positive 

assessment (“That’s fine.”, l. 17). 

 

5.2 Fragment 4: An extended sequence 

 
While fragment 3 was an example of the minimal basic structures of the instructional sequence, the 

following fragment contains features that extend the sequence. The example exhibits the same overall 

progression as fragment 3: P initiates the activity (l. 2), issues a transitional directive (l. 7), and 

produces the base directive (l. 21-22) which C gives an embodied response to (l. 21). The additional 

features that will be analyzed are the actions in lines 5 and 16, and the linguistic packaging of the 

transitional directive in line 7 and 8:  

 

 
1     (1.1) 

2    P #Så ska vi ha taget fingeraftryk.= 

 Then we need to take some fingerprints= 

 #fig.29 
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 Fig 29 

3    C =Ja.  

 =Yes. 

4     ∆+(0.7) 

     C     ∆brings hands up --> 

  +@ hands ---> 

5    P #Så+ (.)∆ ska du se her.  

 Then (.) you have to see here.  

     C         --> ∆wipes hands ---> 

          --->+twd screen 

    fig #fig.30 

  
 Fig 30 

6     (0.4)  

7    P .hhhh på ø:h på det bord 

 .hhhh on u:h on that table  

8     hvor der er tastatur?∆  

 where there is a keyboard? 

     C                      --> ∆ 

9    C ∆+Mm.  

   Mm. 

     C     ∆sidesteps towards r F --> 

  +scans room from left to right --> 

10     (0.6)  

11   P Højre pegefin[ger,  

 Right index finger, 
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12   C              ∆+[ja  

      [yes 

     C               -->∆stands in front of r F-->> 

-->+ 

13   P Der er noget der blinker, 

 There is something that blinks, 

14     (.) 

15   C =Ja=  

 =Yes= 

16   P =Sku der gerne være.  

 =There should be 

17     (.) 

18   P ↑Ja, 

 ↑Yes 

19     (0.3) 

20   C Ja.=  

 Yes.= 

21   P =Så lægger du ∆højre pegefinger∆ 

 =Then you put the right index finger 

     C     ∆,,,,,,,,,,,,,-1-∆ 

 1: places finger in r F 

22     #på der.= 

 on that.= 

 #fig.31 

 
 Fig 31 

23   C    =Jep. 

 =Yep. 
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Pre-instruction 

 

The first action in focus is the turn: ‘Then (.) you have to see here’ (l. 5) which will be called 

the pre-instruction for easy reference. The turn is interesting, as it seems to add to the preparatory 

work that the initiating action of the sequence (‘Then we need to take some fingerprints’, l. 

2) has already started. Where the initiating turn can be seen to initiate the overall activity of finger 

scanning, the pre-instruction calls for the attention of C, projecting that the actual instructions will 

follow promptly14. The format of the pre-instruction might be standardized for instructional 

sequences, as it is not oriented to by C as the pre- to something that requires his visual attention, as 

e.g. a showing. The pre-instruction is prefaced by “Så” (which has some of the same functions as the 

English ‘then’). The så-preface marks that the turn is a next in a sequence of instructions, and is 

recurrently used by the professionals throughout the dataset. The turn thus projects that a number of 

additional instructions will come, but does not specify how many. In doing that, P creates a sense that 

the upcoming instruction will be a multi-unit project, consisting of more than one single step, and as 

a part of producing the turn pre-instruction itself, he extends the instructional sequence. 

 

An alternative transitional directive  

 

The second point of analytical interest here is that the reference points used in the transitional 

directive (‘.hhhh on u:h on that table where there is a keyboard?’, l. 7-8) are different, 

and even more explicit than in fragment 3. Instead of using the relative spatial term ‘right’ (as in ‘in 

your right side’, l. 5, fragment 3), P uses two objects in the room as reference points (‘table’ and 

‘keyboard’, l. 7-8). C has used the keyboard in the beginning of the encounter (which is not shown 

in the transcript), and by referring to this object, P utilizes the local interactional history to introduce 

a referent that should be known to C. While this packaging might seem less economical than the 

transitional directive in fragment 3, there could be good reasons why P chooses this format. Relative 

spatial terms like ‘left’ and ‘right’ have been shown to be problematic for participants in interaction 

                                                
14 The turn might also have a function in filling the interactional space while waiting for the technical equipment to start 

(similar to P’s turn “>i just need to get it< to start.”, l. 5, fragment 1). While this may be the case this is not the 

job that the turn does overtly, but rather ‘backstage’ (Goffman, 1959), as C has no access to the information P is getting 

from his monitors. 
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(Filipi, 2014), and the use of these terms engender extended repair sequences in video-mediated 

encounters in this particular public service organization (Due et al., 2019).  

 

Verbalizing lack of visual access 

 

The third point that will be highlighted in the analysis of the fragment is the turn ‘There should be’ 

(“Sku der gerne være”, l. 16). The turn is designed as a syntactic increment15 onto “something 

that blinks” (l. 13), and the combination of the modal verb “Sku” (‘should’) and the adverb 

“gerne” (no fitting equivalent in English) expresses that the blinking lamp is supposed to be there 

according to plan, intent or necessity, but the conjugation of the verb also implies uncertainty on P’s 

side as to whether it is actually the case. Through this content, the increment sets up an environment 

where it is relevant for C to confirm that the scanner is blinking. P’s turn thereby casts C’s ‘yes’ in 

line 15 as not being a satisfactory confirmation (claiming to having spotted the scanner), but rather a 

continuer (indicating the C is aligning with P’s unfolding instructions). The turn is followed up by P 

with a high pitched ‘yes’ (‘↑Yes’, l. 18) that explicitly makes a confirmation conditionally relevant, 

which C produces (‘Yes.’, l. 20). By inviting another confirmation of C’s visual access to the scanner 

in this way, P positions herself in a way that claims low epistemic access to C’s local environment. 

There is no way of knowing whether P has visual access to the blinking scanner or not in situ, but the 

claimed lack of visual access is a resource to elicit another confirmation from C of seeing the relevant 

object. When P verbalizes the lack of visual access, she inevitably makes a claim about the 

intersubjective framework in the interaction, and in this sense the turn is an example of a moment 

when the video-mediated nature of the interaction becomes tangible. 

 

5.3 Fragment 5: A recurrent repair sequence 
 

Relatively often, i.e. in 4 out of the 14 encounters, the directive sequence is not as straightforward as 

in fragment 3 and 4, and the following fragment is an example of a problematic trajectory in these 

encounters: after the initiation of the finger scanning activity, the citizen moves to the wrong side of 

the room, and repair is initiated by the professional:  

                                                
15 More precisely, the increment can be described as a modular pivot (Clayman & Raymond 2015) constructed onto 

“something that blinks” (l. 13), retrospectively changing the turn in line 13. 
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1    P #så skal der fingeraftryk i os.  

 Then there has to be fingerprints in it too. 

     Fig. #fig.24 

  
 Fig 24 

2     (0.2)∆(0.6) 

     C          ∆moves fwd to l F 

3    P Nede i din #højre side.= 

 Down in your right side.= 

  #fig.25 

  
 Fig 25 

4    C    =M[M 

 M[M 

5    P      [>På den højre side< af skærmen.  

  [>On the right side< of the screen. 

6 (.)      

7    P Der er en der blinker.= 

 Theres is one that blinks. 

8    P   =S' ska du læg din højre pegefinger.∆    

Then you have to put your right index finger. 

     C                                         ∆right arm to l F --> 
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9     (0.3)∆(0.3)# 

     C      --> ∆holds arm still --> 

     Fig  #fig.26 

  
 Fig 26 

10   P Nej det er på din ∆venstre side den der.= 

 No that is on your left side that one= 

     C                  --> ∆removes arm from l F 

11     =Ovre på din højre side.∆  

 =Over on your right side. 

     C                             ∆moves to r F --> 

12     (0.3)#  (0.4)# 

     Fig       #fig.27  #fig.28 

             
 Fig 27                 Fig 28 

13   C Ah åh. 

 Ah oh. 

14     (0.6)∆ 

     C          ∆stands still at l F, puts finger in scanner 

15   P #Sådan der. 

  Like that. 

     Fig   #fig.29 
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 Fig 29 

16     (5.6) 

17   P De:t meget fint og så venstre (…) 

 That is excellent and then left (…) 

 

Going to the wrong side 

 

The fragment starts as C is standing in waiting position with his arms behind his back (fig 24). After 

P initiates the finger scanning activity (‘Then there has to be fingerprints in it’, l.1), C 

moves to his left in the ensuing pause (fig 25), orienting his gaze towards the left finger scanner that 

is blinking at this time (l. 2). Thus, C orients to the initiation of the activity as move-implicative in 

itself, before any further instructions have been broadcasted, and “accidentally” moves to the wrong 

scanner. P then goes on to deliver a transitional directive (l. 3-7) and the base directive (l. 8), explicitly 

instructing C to place his finger in the scanner. The transitional directive is delivered in increments. 

First, P provides C with a preliminary location (‘Down in your right side’, l. 3.). By explicitly 

thematising C as the deictic centre (‘your right’) the turn is possibly designed to be a subtle correction 

of C’s movement, making it possible in principle for C to deduct that he has moved to the wrong side. 

C does not pick up on this possibility and immediately acknowledges the directive (‘MM’, l. 4). In 

overlap with the acknowledgement, P produces another increment of the transitional directive, 

reformulating his prior turn (‘>On the right side< of the screen.’, l. 5). Crucially, he changes 

the deictic centre of the utterance, using the screen as the landmark object, thereby possibly doing an 

embedded correction that invites C to reposition himself if hears it as such16. He does not, and P goes 

on to add an increment to the transitional directive (‘Theres is one that blinks.’, l. 7) before 

issuing the base directive (‘Then you have to put your right index finger.’, l. 8). C responds 

                                                
16 If P’s transitional directive is doing repair, the choice of performing it in a way that allows for C to discover his wrong 

position himself, instead of being explicitly corrected resonates well with the preference for self-correction in 

conversation (Schegloff, Jefferson & Sacks, 1977). 
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silently by placing his finger in the scanner (fig. 26), before P overtly initiates repair and corrects his 

actions (‘No that is on your left side that one=’ l. 10) and partially repeats his initial repeat 

of his initial transitional directive (‘=Over on your right side’, l. 11). C moves to the right scanner 

(l. 12-14), and the scanning progresses smoothly from here. The interesting analytical question is why 

C chooses to go to his left initially. While this quickly becomes a speculative inquiry, there are 

publicly observable structures that setup an environment where his move is meaningful: P’s preceding 

turn-at-talk makes it relevant to look for a device for taking finger prints and the finger scanner lamps 

that have started to blink indicate that it is currently relevant for the ongoing activity. In this 

environment C’s move, incorrect as it may be, exhibits an orientation to relevant features of the talk 

and material surround for the progression of the service encounter. 

 

5.4 Summing up analyses: The formats of directives in video-mediated passport 

ordering 
 

The analyses show that the video-mediated directive sequences are generally longer and more 

linguistically complex and explicit when compared to the co-present ones. Fragment 3 illustrated that 

even at its most minimal and straightforward production, the video-mediated instructional sequence 

is longer than the co-present ones. This is caused by at least two things. First, the sequence consists 

of more steps, as the layout of the room and the default position of the citizen at the beginning of the 

sequence make relevant a verbalized transitional directive and an embodied response to it, before the 

base directive is issued. Secondly, the professional’s turns are more verbally explicit. This is possibly 

a consequence of the fractured ecology of the setting, that afford mainly linguistic resources for 

constructing the directives. Fragment 4 showed how the instructional sequence might be extended by 

various things, e.g. a pre-instruction, alternative formulations of the transitional directive, and 

verbalizing the lack of epistemic access to the co-participant’s ecology. Fragment 5 was an example 

of a recurrent repair sequence in the data that could be explained by the potentially ambiguous 

material setup of the passport box. The findings from the analyses of the co-present and video-

mediated encounters are visualized in table 4: 
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Instructions in the form of directives 

Co-present encounters Video-mediated encounters 
1. Preparation  

- P starts scanner à scanner blinks 

- P shifts orientation to scanner (gaze, posture) à C 

orients to scanner 

- Optionally tying utterance to agenda (e.g. ‘then it is 

fingerprints’) 

 

2. Base directive 

Minimal linguistic format consisting of two components:  

1) Specification of finger (nominal) 

 2) Deictic expression + pointing gesture (multimodal 

gestalt) 

1. Preparation  

- P starts scanner (not witnessable for C) à scanner 

blinks (witnessable for C) 

- Tying utterance to agenda (e.g. ‘then it is fingerprints’) 

- Optionally pre-instruction (e.g. ‘then you have to see 

here’) 

 

2. Transitional directive 

Linguistic directive providing location and visually 

salient item (e.g. ‘then in your right side theres such a 

little lamp that blinks’)à C moves position, orients to 

scanner 

 

3. Base directive 

Relatively complex linguistic format:  

Linguistic gloss of action (e.g. ‘Then you put the right 

index finger on that’)  

Table 4. Instructions in the co-present and video-mediated data 

 

6. Discussion 
 

In the following, the article discusses the findings and how they might relate to the perceived 

complexity of the video mediation by the professionals and the procedural consequentiality of video 

mediation on the practices in general.  

 

6.1 The perceived complexity of video-mediated interaction by professionals  

 

The analyses showed that the video-mediated directive consisted of more linguistic structure and 

more constituent actions than the co-present directives: or to put it more bluntly, they were longer. 

While the length of a sequence does not say anything meaningful about whether that sequence is 

problematic for the participants, it might be worthwhile to consider the metaphor of interactional 

economy in this respect. Interactional economy is the principle that an interactant uses the least effort 

necessary to express him- or herself (Croft, 2015), a tendency that has been empirically described in 
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conversation analysts, e.g. the preference for minimal reference (Sacks & Schegloff, 1979), or trying 

the easiest solution first in repair sequences (Svennevig, 2008). In the analysed data, there is an 

observable difference in how much interactional work that goes into accomplishing the directive 

sequences. In the co-present interaction, the sequences are constructed as smaller, relatively 

inexpensive units: P gets right into the base directive, where in the video-mediated setting, they are 

constructed as somewhat bigger, more costly interactional projects with pre-instructions, transitional 

directives and more linguistically elaborate base directives. Furthermore, the sequences recurrently 

have to be repaired in the video-mediated setting (as exemplified by fragment 5). This arguably leads 

to more interactional work for the professionals in accomplishing the same goal: ordering the 

passport. In this way, the comparative analysis of the directive sequences presented in this article 

might constitute an empirically based starting point for further investigations into why the video-

mediated setting is perceived to be more complex from the practitioners’ perspective. 

 

6.2 Is the video mediation procedurally consequential? 

 

While it is observable that the directives in the data are designed differently across the studied 

settings, it is harder to say whether the difference in formats is a consequence of the video mediation. 

One approach to starting to think about the question of the procedural consequentiality of the 

mediation (Arminen et al., 2016), could be to scrutinize actual actions in video-mediated settings. 

This article offers an example of how this might be done: the phenomenon of the verbal transitional 

directives in the data. They are not claimed to be an exclusively video-mediated phenomenon, but a 

specific action borne out of the situated, practical contingencies of accomplishing a specific task 

(placing a finger in a scanner) in a specific physical setting (where the instructee has to move before 

being able to place the finger in the scanner) in a specific interactional ecology (where 

pointing/embodied reference is limited). The need for a transitional directive then, is not only a 

consequence of the mediation, but the chosen format - the recipient design of the directive in situ - 

does shed some light on what the video-mediation affords the participants. 

 

7. Conclusion 
 

The present study has analysed instructions in the form of directives and instructed action in a co-

present and video-mediated setting. The analysis showed that the directives in the settings were 
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constructed in different ways. In general terms, the video-mediated instructional sequences were 

longer and more linguistically complex than the co-present ones. As an example, the video-mediated 

directive sequences contained transitional directives, that were recurrent, constituent parts of the 

sequences. This lengthening inherently involves more interactional resources, and from the 

perspective of interactional economy, the longer sequences might be a contributing factor to why the 

practitioners in the organisation perceive these encounters as more complex. The difference in 

formats might be explained by considering the material setup of the physical rooms the participants 

inhabit, the positions of bodies and objects in the beginning of the sequences, the affordances of the 

video mediation software and norms of interacting through screens. As a whole, all these entities 

intertwined are procedurally consequential for the actions of participants. 
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Appendix 

Transcription Conventions 
 

Talk is transcribed following Gail Jefferson’s conventions (Jefferson, 2004). Embodied actions are 

transcribed according to Lorenza Mondada’s conventions for multimodal transcription (Mondada 

2016). 

* delimits body movements and gestures done by P  

• delimits gaze done by P 

∆ delimits body movements and gestures done by C 

+ delimits gaze done by C 

† delimits finger scanner signals  

..... small dots indicate that the embodied action is emerging, being prepared. 

,,,,, commas indicate that the embodied action is withdrawing, retracting.  

P, C, F Participant doing the action (P = professional, C = citizen, F = finger scanner) 

Fig, #    The moment a screen shot has been taken from 

*--->   The action continues until  
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--->*   the same symbol has been reached in a subsequent line 

--->>   The described action continues after end of transcript 
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Moving the camera as a compensation for fractured ecologies:  

a repair of the visual frame? 
 

_______________________________________________________________ 

 

(Simon Bierring Lange, University of Copenhagen)  
Abstract 
This article discusses repair as a theoretical concept within conversation analysis, and whether it can 
be extended in the light of the embodied turn in research on social interaction conducted in the 

conversation analytic tradition (Nevile, 2015). The phenomenon under scrutiny is when a participant 
moves the camera thereby altering the visual frame for a coparticipant during a video mediated 
interaction. The central question is in what ways such video reconfiguration practices might resemble 
canonical repair, and whether such actions can be characterized as a “repair of the visual frame”, i.e. 
embodied actions that repair the interactional ecology in terms of what a co-participant can see. The 
phenomenon is discussed on the basis of a single case analysis of an extended repair sequence. The 
video data are from video mediated physiotherapy consultations and are in Danish. 

 

 Keywords:  Repair, multimodality, embodied interaction, video-mediated interaction 
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1. Introduction 
 

The concept of repair was introduced at an early time in conversation analysis (CA) by 

Harvey Sacks, Emmanuel Schegloff and Gail Jefferson (See Jefferson 1972, Sacks and 

Schegloff 1974, Sacks et al. 1974, Schegloff, et al. 1977). At this time, their object of study 

was specifically turns at talk and the data was audio recordings of telephone conversations, 

making an analysis of embodied conduct both irrelevant and impossible from an emic, CA 

perspective: the conversation analyst only has access to what participants make publicly 

relevant in an interaction through their conduct. As a necessary consequence of this data 

and focus, problems of hearing and speaking are foregrounded in the early repair work. 

Intersubjectivity arguably relies on more than hearing and speaking in settings where co-

participants are co-present as they have visual access to each other’s actions, as has been 

demonstrated by the embodied or multimodal studies inspired by ethnomethodology (EM) 

and CA (see e.g. (Streeck, Goodwin, & LeBaron, 2011). Since the beginning of CA as a 

field, a substantive amount of work has focused on the embodied, material resources 

employed by participants within an EMCA framework, starting with early pioneering work 

(e.g. (C. Goodwin, 1979, 1981; M. Goodwin, 1980), resulting ultimately in what has been 

dubbed the ‘embodied turn in research on language and social interaction’ (Nevile, 2015). 

Given the more recent focus on the multimodal accomplishment of intersubjectivity in social 

interaction, a challenge for CA research becomes to discuss what concepts of classical CA 

can be applied to a multimodally informed analysis of video datai - and what concepts should 

be left “as they are” to avoid dilution and terminological imprecision. The concept of repair 

makes an interesting case for such a discussion: repair organisation has been a core 

research area of CA since the beginning of the field. While the concept of repair has already 

been transferred to some aspects of embodied conduct (as we will see in the next section), 

there is still room for discussing the application in less clear-cut instances of remedial action 

in interaction. The goal of this article then becomes to wander into still uncharted theoretical 

domain, contributing to the ongoing rethinking of the research field. Using a recurrent 

phenomenon from a more and more common mode of interaction as an exemplary case, 

the main question the article seeks to answer is this: can the movement of a camera in 

video-mediated interaction be described meaningfully by drawing on the notion of repair? 
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Through the analysis and discussion of a single case, the article proposes that this is the 

case, and that this practice might be termed a repair of the visual frame. The practice of 

repairing the visual frame, as we will see, involves both talk, gesture and the mobility of 

objects and participants. Repair of the visual frame has similar constitutive features to 

‘classical’ repair as it delays the progressivity of the sequence, and can be initiated by all 

parties. It is argued that not all movements of the camera can be meaningfully described as 

repair of the visual frame, and the analysis and discussion serves to specify and delimit a 

repair of the visual frame. The article thereby also proposes where some limits to the 

concept of a repair of the visual frame might lie. 
 

2. Studies of canonical repair in interaction 
 

As noted above, the term repair was introduced at an early point into the discipline of 

conversation analysis, and is still an active research area of CA (see e.g. Fox, 2012; Fox, 

Benjamin, & Mazeland, 2012; Hayashi, Raymond, & Sidnell, 2013) for an overview of the 

field and current trends). To lay the ground for discussing visual and embodied repair in 

contrast to canonical repair in this article, a brief account of the main points in the article 

“The Preference for Self-Correction in the Organization of Repair in Conversation” 

(Schegloff et al. 1977) is in place. In this article, repair is characterised as an organisation 

in talk-in-interaction that provides participants with procedures for addressing and dealing 

with “recurrent problems in speaking, hearing, and understanding in conversation” 

(Schegloff et al., 1977, p. 361). A constitutive feature of repair is thus to repair some possible 

trouble in interaction, and, by doing so, also to delay the progressivity of the sequence or 

activity participants are engaged in to fix that trouble. Participants’ opportunities for initiating 

repair consist of two phases: repair initiation (which is the indication by a speaker that 

something has to be repaired) and repair proper (which is the performance of repair, fixing 

whatever trouble might have been indicated). Repair can be initiated anywhere within a turn 

at talk, in the transition space after a turn constructional unit (TCU) or in the next turns by 

any of the participants to the interaction. However, importantly, the actual initiation and 

performance of repair is not randomly distributed in actual naturally occurring conversation 

according to Schegloff et al. (1977). In their account, they distinguish between two possible 
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participants: the speaker (called self) and any other participant (called other). This leaves 

for a number of possible combinations for repair, e.g. self can both initiate and perform the 

repair proper, other can initiate and self can perform the repair proper, and so on. Some of 

these combinations are more frequently employed than others and generally Schegloff et 

al. (1977) argue for a preference for self-correction over other-correction. This is supported 

by the observations that the opportunities to self-initiate both precede and outnumber the 

opportunities for other to initiate. Following the initial work on repair organisation, more 

recent work has focused other-initiated repair in several positions, e.g. third position 

(Schegloff, 1997, 2000), in next turn (Schegloff, 2000) and the linguistic formats employed 

to initiate it, from open class repair initiators (Drew, 1997) to ‘stronger’ forms of repair, e.g. 

category specific interrogatives, repeats and candidate understandings (Kitzinger, 2012).  

 
3. Multimodal repair and video mediated interaction 
 

While the initial focus of repair was on linguistic items, later work has broadened the concept 

of repair to include visual, embodied and material conduct: e.g. work on visual repairables 

in collaborative computer work (Greiffenhagen & Watson, 2009), descriptions of how 

teachers employ various linguistic and embodied and material resources in repair 

sequences (Kääntä, 2010; Seo, 2011), the role of gestures in repair turn (Nielsen, 2001; 

Olsher, 2008), gestures used to initiate repair such as “the cupping hand gesture” 

(Mortensen, 2012, 2016), head tilts and pokes (Seo & Koshik, 2010), or leaning forward in 

extended repair sequences (Rasmussen, 2014). Also, the mainly qualitative studies on 

repair have been supplemented by quantitative work on visual bodily behaviour in 

connection with repair (Floyd, Manrique, Rossi, & Torreira, 2016). The analyses in the 

present article can be seen as an extension to the repair literature inspired by the latter 

studies: the focus of the analysis is on participants’ movement of cameras in video mediated 

interaction as a resource to produce intersubjectivity.  

Also, the analysis and discussion in this article adds to research on the “mobility turn” in 

video-mediated interaction (Licoppe & Morel, 2012, p. 400), with mobility referring to both 

the participants to the interaction and the technical devices used: the participants 

themselves can move around (e.g. walk) while engaging in the interaction and 
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independently of this move the camera in their device towards relevant features of their local 

setting (Licoppe & Morel, 2014). While mobility in the EMCA literature usually refers to 

moving bodies and mobile formations in space (e.g. Haddington et al. 2013), the present 

study focuses on what might be termed micromobility practices, i.e. “the way in which an 

artefact can by mobilised and manipulated for various purposes”  (Luff & Heath, 1998, p. 

306). Camera actions by participants in video-mediated interaction is a perspicuous site for 

investigating the concept of repair as a multimodal organisation in interaction, as camera 

actions have been shown to be interactionally significant (Licoppe, 2015) and collaboratively 

achieved accomplishments (Licoppe & Morel, 2009).  
 

4. Fractured ecologies, affordances and showings 
 
From early on, EMCA studies have focused on the potential constraints of mediated 

interaction and the asymmetries created by the mediation (Heath & Luff 1993), e.g. the 

incommensurability between the environment of an action’s production and the environment 

of said action’s reception (Heath & Luff 1993). Later on, these initial observations of 

asymmetry have been conceptualised as fractured ecologies (Luff et al. 2003) pointing to 

the observation that a consequence of the participants’ limited access to each other’s 

environment is that they become unable to design certain actions in a recognizable and 

meaningful way for their co-participants; it becomes “difficult to assemble coherent 

sequences of activities with respect to material features of the local environment” (Luff et 

al., 2016, p. 344). While the early studies underlined the constraints of video-mediated 

ecologies, scholarly focus has increasingly focused on their communicative affordances 

(Hutchby, 2001, 2001b, 2014). Such studies have shown how participants design their 

conduct to the fractured ecologies of the settings, as an example participants show a 

normative orientation towards a “talking head configuration”, i.e. any deviation from video 

shots where both participants are on-screen and facing the camera is treated as “noticeable 

and mentionable” by participants (Licoppe & Morel, 2012, p. 410). Of special relevance to 

this article is work on showings in mundane settings (Licoppe 2017; Licoppe et al. 2017; 

Licoppe & Morel, 2014) that has demonstrated showings to be  ubiquitous practice in video 

mediated interaction. In Skype calls between friends and family is claimed to be once every 
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conversation on average (Licoppe et al. 2017, p. 5297). This work has shown how moving 

the camera to show something is a mutual accomplishment between interactants and that 

it indexes familiarity for participants (Licoppe & Morel, 2014). 

  

5. Data and representation 
 

The data in this article is based on a corpus of video recordings collected by researchers 

from the Centre for Interaction Research and Communication Design at the University of 

Copenhagen. The corpus consists of over 100 hours of recordings of naturally occurring 

video mediated interaction between professionals and clients in different settingsii. The 

particular fragments in this article are from a subset of the bigger corpus. This smaller corpus 

consists of 5 hours of video recordings from online physiotherapy consultations. The 

interaction has been recorded from the practitioner’s side of the interaction. The technical 

setup was 4 Go Pro cameras located in the practitioner’s office and a recording of the screen 

through which the video is mediated at the practitioner’s location. In order to give the reader 

a sense of the recorded ecology, table 1 shows a screenshot of three cameras and a 

cropped version of the screen recording adding some extra information: 
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Table 1. Ecologies in the interaction.  
The different camera angles and screen capture footage have been synchronised using the 

sound waveforms in Final Cut Pro. The transcription of talk largely follows the conventions 

developed Gail Jefferson (Jefferson, 1985, 2004), while multimodal conduct follows the 

Mondadian framework (Mondada, 2018a). In order to comply with the General Data 

Protection Regulation (GDPR), the video stills in the transcripts have been sketched out in 

SketchBook Pro. While securing the anonymity of the participants this graphical transcription 

(Laurier, 2014) preserves the gaze direction and other embodied conduct that is relevant for 

the analysis. All recordings were collected with the informed consent of all participants and 

other relevant parties, and have been anonymised accordingly. 

 
6. Repairing the visual frame after a trouble source  

Participants can and do choose to move the camera in different sequential contexts during 

the consultations. In our data, participants sometimes move the camera on the basis of 

emergent trouble in understanding, which is the focus of this article. The analysed fragment 

will be used to discuss the extension and boundaries of the conversation analytic notion of 

repair, and it will be argued that it can be viewed as an example of a post-positioned repair 

initiation of the visual frame (i.e. after understanding trouble has manifested in interaction).  

The analysis below is a single case analysis of what will be argued to be a participant’s 

repair of the visual frame after trouble in understanding has been oriented to by participants. 

For the ease of reading, the example will be divided into three parts in the following analysis: 

Part 1:  Multimodal description during history taking (line 8 -17) 

Part 2: Repair initiation (line 18-22) 

Part 3: Repair proper (line 23-36) 
 

Before going into the analysis, the fragment is first presented in its entirety. We enter the 

interaction in a phase of the physiotherapy consultation similar to history taking in medical 

interaction (Byrne & Long, 1976; Robinson, 2003). The client, C, has been explaining her 
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symptoms to the physiotherapist, P, for a while and is specifying the location of a pain in her 

foot: 

Fragment 1: Multimodal description and repair of visual frame  
 

 

8      ((C has described her problem for a while)) 

9     C: ∠%Min venstre #fod å #så det #benet ing,#%  
 My left foot and then it is the leg right, 

  %-----right index finger pointing-------% 

 *holds left arm still--->l.22 

Fig                 #1     #2       #3         #4 

 

 
 Fig 1                                     Fig 2          

 
 Fig 3                Fig 4 

 

10    P: Ja. 

 Yes. 

11     %(0.3)  

      P:   %points to specific point on arm ---> 

12    C: Så sidder min kno %her†ude# (.)%∆cirka samme sted ∠som den der.∠%†∆  
 Then my knuckle is out here (.) almost the same place as that one there. 

            ∠	raises arm ∠ 
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      -->%-turns hand-%----circles finger on bone----% 

            †--------------to screen------------------† 

       P:                                  ∆--------------nods---------------∆ 

       Fig                           #5 

  

              

    Fig 5 

13     †(0.4) 

 †to left hand ---> 

14    C: %Så: det lige her #under.  

  Then it is right under here. 

 %circles index around specific area---> 

        Fig.                 #6 

         

   Fig 6 

15     (0.3) 

16     >#De:t sån lissom om de:t<% der og så #rundt om. 

 >It’s      like       it’s<  there and then around. 

              --->%underlines spot---> 

        Fig.#7                                   #8 
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  Fig 7               Fig 8 

17     †#(0.3)  

        -->†to screen---> 

        Fig #9 

   
 Fig 9 

18    P: Ja(.) okay.= 

 Yes (.) okay.= 

19    C: =er du med?%  

 =are you following? 

          -->% 

20    P: Ja omkring malleolen. 

 Yes around the malleolus. 

21     †(0.7)%(0.7) 

        -->†to left hand 

       %....---> 

22    C: Nej he- %her ved den der kno.%∠  
 No  he- here by that knuckle. 

       -->%  taps spot w index % 

         -->∠ 

23     +(0.4) 

 +lowers arms, turns, brings laptop to floor--->    

24    P: [Ja] 

 [Yes] 
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25    C:   [Nu] prøver jeg [lige (???) 

 [Now] I’ll just   [try (???) 

26    P:       [de:t 

       [it’s 

27     (.) 

28    P: (De:t godt.)= 

 (That’s good.)= 

29    C: Nu er vi jo live ikke.  

 Now that were live right. 

30     (0.4) 

31    P: Ja. 

 Yes. 

32     (1.3) 

33    P: Men det [er de:t selve     ] den der +knogle% (.)ø:h  

 But it   [is it’s               that bone  there (.) u:h 

                                    --->+ 

34    C:         [*°jeg prøver lige°*] 

          [*°  i’ll just try°*  ]  

35     ∠(.)  

 ∠moves hand to foot ---> 

36    C: Ja: den her ik∠kå.#   

 Yes this here right. 

                        -->∠holds index on bone ---> 
       Fig                   #10 

  
Fig 10 

37     (.) 

38    P: JA,= 

 YES,= 

39    C: Knogle der sidder her. 

 Bone that is here. 

40    P: ∆Ja.∆= 

  Yes.= 
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 ∆-1-∆ 1:head tilt 

41    C: ∠=å så gør det #ondt her foran, 
  =n’ then it hurts here in front, 

         -->∠taps spot on instep--->  
      Fig                #11    

          
          Fig 11 

42    P: Ja. 

 Yes. 

43     (0.6) 

 

44    C: ∠å #så her rundt,# 
 n then around here, 

         -->∠underlines ankle---> 

     Fig    #12       #13 

Fig 12     Fig 13 

45    P: ∆Ja.∆ 

  Yes. 

 ∆-2-∆ 2: upward head nod 

 

((some turns omitted from transcript)) 

 

56    *P: =Men det var egentlig rart du os lige viste det. 

 =But it was actually nice that you also showed me.  
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57     (.) 

58    *P: Ø:h fordi så [ku jeg ]se hvorhen omkring på foden det var. 

 U:h because then i could see where about on the foot it was. 

59    *C:              [okay   ] 

    [okay    ] 

6.1 The sequential context for the eventual repair: multimodal description 
during history taking (l. 8 -17) 
 

The excerpt begins with C providing P with information about her medical problem: she has 

been having pains in her foot. While the pain is located in a specific part of the foot, it is not 

an anatomical area that she seems to have a discrete lexical name for. She explains the 

location of her pain by a gestural showing (Licoppe, 2017) using her left arm and hand as a 

model resembling her leg and foot (l. 9). The model is constructed by holding her right arm 

up in vertical manner in a way so that her hand is positioned with fingers pointing horizontally 

and palm downwards, mimicking a foot and leg (see figures 1-4, l. 9). The way she holds 

her arm is an example of the careful recipient design of video-in-interaction: she positions 

her arm in such a way so that it fits within the visual field requirements of the video camera. 

Simultaneously, she keeps her head and upper torso in sight, thereby orienting to the norm 

of talking head configurations in video mediated interactions (Licoppe & Morel, 2012). In the 

following turns (l. 12 – 16) C continues her multimodal description of the location of her pains 

using the established model as a substrate (C. Goodwin, 2018, p. 38) for further verbal and 

gestural elaboration. The talk and gesture are inextricably linked through deictic expressions 

(such as herude (“out here”, l. 12), den der (“that one there”, l. 12), her under (“under 

here”, l. 14) and der og så rundt om  (“there and then around”, l. 16)) creating a complex 

multimodal gestalt (Mondada, 2014) that describes her symptoms to P. Upon producing om 

(“around”, l. 16) there is transition relevance, as the TCU is syntactically possibly complete 

and has falling intonation. As a further argument for transition relevance, C shifts her gaze 

from the model to her screen after the turn (l. 17, fig. 9), thereby visibly orienting away from 

describing her model, adding to the transition relevance. While the data only allows us to 

speculate exactly where C is looking, the direction of her gaze is towards her own screen 

which is a location where she can monitor both P’s actions and inspect how her own actions 

are broadcasted to P’s perspective in the ’vanity monitor’ (see table 1). Looking away from 
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the model and to the screen can thus be seen as a treating her entire description of her 

symptoms as complete, inviting a response from P that both acknowledges the information 

received and demonstrates some sort of understanding of the description.  
 

To sum up the excerpt, C launches a gestural showing making use of multimodal resources. 

The showing is orchestrated by C in a way so that she can maintain a talking head 

configuration by bringing a showable (her arm) to the camera. This is accomplished by 

making use of the affordances of her arm and hand that she holds in particular way so that 

it resembles a leg and foot. C designs her explanation of her symptoms in such a way that 

P is invited to acknowledge and claim understanding as the explanation unfolds. The 

showing activity described sets the scene for the eventual repair of the visual frame, as it is 

ultimately P’s understanding of the gestural showing that is brought into question.  
 

6.2 Repair initiation by the client (l. 18-22) 
 

Just after C has made it interactionally relevant for P to acknowledge and demonstrate 

understanding of the description provided, P produces a response (“Yes (.) okay.=”, l. 18). 

Due to a beat of silence between the two particles, they are not analysed as one through-

produced particle construction, but as having different interactional functions. I will argue 

that the design of the response might be somewhat mismatched to the prior turn for two 

reasons. First, it treats the demonstration sequence as ongoing: the “yes” functions as a an 

epistemically unmarked continuer and acknowledgement token (Couper-Kuhlen & Selting, 

2018; Emmertsen & Heinemann, 2010; Gardner, 2001; C. Goodwin, 1986; Holm, 2018; 

Schegloff, 1982) and the ‘okay’, being freestanding and with falling intonation, has the 

function of opening up the floor for co-participants to continue the same sequence or activity 

in Danish talk-in-interaction (Knudsen, 2015, Steensig & Sørensen 2019). Secondly, while 

this response claims understanding (e.g. by not initiating repair), it does not demonstrate it 

(Mondada, 2011). In sum, P acknowledges the information, and leaves it up to C to go on 

with the description of her symptoms, treating C’s description as still ongoing and not 

demonstrating understanding of C’s symptoms. This potentially lays the ground for the 

ensuing action: latched on to P’s turn, C produces an understanding check with an 
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interrogative format that explicitly targets a potential understanding issue (“are you 

following?”, l. 19). This makes it explicitly relevant for P to demonstrate her understanding 

of C’s description so far, showing that she is in the know. P’s turn in line 20 (“Yes around 

the malleolus.”) would seem to qualify as a suitable demonstration by referring to the 

correct anatomical nomenclature for the bony prominence on each the angle, “the 

malleolus”,  that C has referred to as “knuckle” (line 12). She hereby provides both a 

demonstration of understanding and professional competence in terms of readily knowing 

the anatomical term. However, this turn might turn out to be somehow problematic in terms 

of demonstrating understanding in situ, possibly because the anatomical term is not familiar 

to C. For whatever reason, C does not acknowledge the turn as demonstrating 

understanding thereby upgrading the claim (line 18) to a demonstration, and instead initiates 

a correction in l. 22, first rejecting P’s candidate demonstration of understanding (the no-

preface in l. 22) and recycling of what she has already explained (“he- here by that 

knuckle”, l. 22). This turn functions as an other-initiated repair of line 20. 
 

To sum up the excerpt, we see that C produces an understanding check (l. 19) of P’s claim 

of understanding of the demonstration (l. 18), and that P produces a demonstration of 

understanding (l. 20). This demonstration is not taken by C to fix the potential problem of 

understanding, as she initiates repair (l. 22). It is in this local sequential context of an 

extended repair sequence, that C launches her repair of the visual frame, as will be analysed 

below. 
 

6.3 Repairing the visual frame (l. 23 – 36) 
 

Just after producing the word “knuckle” (line 22), C puts her arms down, disengaging from 

the model position that she has been taking from the beginning of the example. In the 

ensuing silence between spoken turns, she lowers her arms and starts bringing the laptop 

to the floor. Eventually, she places the laptop on the floor, adjusts the camera and leaves 

the computer in this position (l. 33), creating a new visual frame for her upcoming 

demonstration (l. 36 – 44). The actual demonstration in l. 36 – 44 will be analysed in detail 

later, but first I will make some preliminary observations. This action of moving the camera 
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is obviously not repair in a canonical sense: it is not a linguistic or gestural format, and it 

does not locate a well-defined repairable in the previous interaction. Even so, the moving of 

the camera has certain characteristics that are repair-like, and will be argued to be a part of 

the repair on the following grounds:  
 

First, it is a remedial action that seems aimed at restoring intersubjectivity in a context where 

potential problems in understanding is oriented to by the co-participants. The movement of 

the camera is done in a sequential position where it is arguably an extension of a turn that 

is doing repair (l. 22) by overtly correcting a trouble source (l. 20) – it is “latched” to this 

correction, and is thus inextricably linked to fixing the trouble of understanding. In this way, 

it functions as a post-positioned repair practice (Schegloff 1979) relating to a trouble in 

understanding. Secondly, moving the camera momentarily suspends the progressivity of the 

demonstration sequence, as moving the camera is not part of C’s reformulated 

demonstration (l. 33 – 44) itself.  

 

In this light, the reformulated description (l. 36 – 44) can be seen as a self-initiated self-

repair of the prior description (l. 9-16), and the new perspective that is the result of moving 

the camera is argued to be an integral part of the reformulated demonstration. The 

reformulated description has a very similar structure both linguistically and gesturally as 

some words and gestures are recycled, as illustrated in table 2 below: 
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Turn theme Linguistic packaging Gestural packaging 

1. Bone referent The turn functions as a starting point 

for the further elaboration of the 

symptoms. 
 
Compare  “Then my knuckle is out 

here” (l. 12) to “Yes this here right” 
(l. 36) and  “Bone that is here.” (l. 39) 

Holds and circles finger  

at spot 

 
Compare fig. 5 (l. 12). to fig. 10  
(l. 36) 

2. Location of pain 

(part 1) 

The turn functions as elaboration of 

where C experiences pain 
 

Compare  “Then it is right under here.” 
(l. 14) to “=and then it hurts here in 
front” (l. 41)  

Circles finger around area 
 
Compare fig 6 (l. 14) to fig. 11 (l. 
41) 

3. Location of pain 

(part 2) 

The turn functions as elaboration of 

where C experiences pain 
 

Compare  “>It’s like it’s< there and 

then around.“ (l. 16) to “and then around 
here” (l. 44) 

Underlines area 

 
Compare fig 7, 8 and 9 (l. 16 and 
l. 17) to fig. 12 and 13 (l. 44) 

Table 2. Linguistic and gestural packaging of demonstrations 

 

The reformulated demonstration relies on deictic expressions (such as den her (“this here”, 

l. 36), her (“here”, l.39),  her foran (“here in front”, l. 41) and her rundt (“around here”, 

l.44) and accompanying gestures (that are recycled from the earlier demonstration), creating 

a complex multimodal gestalt that cannot be understood without reference to all of its parts. 

The gestures are environmentally coupled (C. Goodwin, 2007), and thus the visual ecology 

that P has access to, i.e. the whole visual frame, is necessarily an integral part of how the 

demonstration is performed by C. Without the exact visual frame and objects within it, the 

gestures and language that also make up C’s demonstration would not be understandable 

to P. Intersubjectivity in this particular setting, then, relies heavily on the participant’s access 

to visual phenomena in the visual frame, and the processes of producing intersubjectivity 
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cannot be described sufficiently without taking this multimodal basis of intersubjectivity into 

account.  

The repair targets the visual frame as a potential source of the lack of demonstrated 

understanding on P’s side. As a consequence of being a repaired description, i.e. a second 

attempt at producing understanding, C also treats the showing of the actual thing (the foot) 

instead of a model of it (the arm and hand) as something that might enhance P’s 

understanding of C’s symptoms. The visual access to the foot is also explicitly assessed 

positively by P after the repair has been performed (“=But it was actually nice that you 

also showed me U:h because then i could see where about on the foot it was”, l. 56 

and 58). When showing the actual foot is treated as a better resource for securing 

intersubjectivity, why would a participant not go for this demonstration in the first place? This 

might be explained by way of both the “talking heads norm” (Licoppe & Morel, 2012) and 

general interactional economy. According to the norm of talking heads, any deviation from 

the talking head norm is an accountable action, and we also see that C accounts for the 

change of the visual frame (“[Now] I’ll just try”, l.25 and “Now that were live right”, 

l. 29).  According to the principle of interactional economy (Croft, 2015), participants will try 

the least costly solution first, which has been shown to bear specifically for reference to 

persons in conversation, where the most minimal reference is preferred  (Sacks & Schegloff, 

1979). Such an orientation might make the behind the remedial action of moving the camera 

might be a last resort for securing intersubjectivity. 
 

To sum up the analysis, it is proposed that the moving of the camera in the fragment can be 

characterised as a repair of the visual frame. The repair is produced at a time in the 

conversation where trouble in understanding has been overtly oriented to by participants 

and repair has been initiated as part of a reformulation of a prior attempt to describe pains 

in her foot. As such, the example serves as an inductively prompted reconceptualization of 

repair. On the basis of this, it is argued that studies of repair organisation in multimodally 

informed conversation analytic research should not only focus on troubles of hearing and 

speaking, but also seeing. 
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7. Discussion 
 

The aim of this article is to foster a theoretical discussion of the concept of repair on the 

basis of an exemplary single case of a recurrent phenomenon in video mediated interaction. 

Proposing that the moving of the camera in the analysed fragment can be characterised as 

a repair of the visual frame opens up for some theoretical and methodological questions that 

will be discussed below. 
 

7.1 Delimiting the proposed phenomenon 
 

While the movement of the camera in the single case analysed at length in this article is 

proposed to be an instance of a repair of the visual frame, clearly not every camera-

movement-in-interaction constitutes repair. In the dataset reviewed for this article, the 

participants often move their cameras during the interaction, without overtly orienting to 

troubles in understanding. As an example, the physiotherapists often move their camera as 

preparation and part of activities that could hardly be sustained through a talking head 

configuration, e.g. showing exercises to the client that involve moving their entire bodies in 

space. While such reconfiguring practices might be argued to be pre-empting problems of 

visual access, they do not constitute repair. While previous research has demonstrated that 

moving the camera to the showable is a frequent phenomenon in mundane video mediated 

conversations (Licoppe et al., 2017), it is not clear how frequent this phenomenon of visual 

frame repair is. The frequency is expected to be tied to the mobility of the mediating 

technology (i.e. the perceived affordances by participants), so that it will be more frequent 

when participants use mobile devices such as smartphones, laptops or setups with external, 

moveable cameras but this can only be investigated empirically in future studies. 
 

7.2 The boundaries of repair as a multimodal organisation? 
 

In canonical work on repair, focus has been on practices for dealing with trouble of speaking, 

hearing and understanding. As proposed above, the definition of repair could be broadened 

to focus on problems of seeing as well, in order to take all the multimodal actions done by 
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participants in interaction into account. But perhaps the concept can be broadened even 

more. Revisiting the phenomenology of Maurice Merleau-Ponty reminds us that 

“Synesthetic experience is the rule” and that the “senses communicate among themselves” 

(Merleau-Ponty, 2012, p. 238). In theory then, the concept of repair might encompass other 

sensory perceptions as well. One such area could be somatosensation (or more colloquially: 

feeling), and “tactile repair” could be speculated to be part of the intersubjective framework 

of participants in some settings. Rather than speculate whether tactile repair exists and what 

such a practice might look like, a conversation analytic approach to this question demands 

us to have empirical evidence of some situated interaction where the participants repair 

upon tactile actions. Recent work within EMCA (Mondada, 2018b) might serve as examples 

of what a multimodal approach to multisensoriality in social interaction might look like. 
 

7.2 The role of vision for intersubjectivity? 
 

While the role of gaze has been studied extensively (see e.g. (C. Goodwin, 1979; Rossano, 

2012; Streeck et al., 2011), there still seems to be a controversy within EMCA studies of 

social interaction regarding the role of vision when it comes to producing intersubjectivity. It 

is the position taken in this article, that the importance of seeing for intersubjectivity should 

not be overlooked. A whole course of action – as the one in the fragment above – depends 

on an intersubjective awareness of how bodies are positioned to perceive relevant 

phenomena, and these phenomena are consequential for a course of co-operative action 

for participants (C. Goodwin, 2018). Understanding in interaction, then, is achieved through 

a continuous intersubjective framework. In this framework, vision is a primordial resource 

for intersubjectivity that participants use to build and interpret action and should be taken 

seriously as such in the analysis of social interaction. It is my hope then, that the present 

article can serve as an example of how this might be done, and that the approach crucially 

involves consulting canonical conversation analytic work on repair as resources. 
 

7.3 Recipient design of video-in-interaction 
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While the role of seeing in co-present settings have been studied at length (see e.g. 

Goodwin 2018), the role of vision and gaze behaviour is less studied in video mediated 

interaction. In co-present settings, seeing is publicly performed through gaze behaviour, and 

gaze direction has been shown to be consequential for turn-taking in conversation. In video 

mediated interaction gaze behaviour can be monitored, but the direction of the gaze is lost 

in translocation (Luff et al., 2003; Luff, Heath, Yamashita, Kuzuoka, & Jirotka, 2016). 

Interestingly, though, the co-participants to a video mediated encounter often have access 

to the entire visual perspective (the visual frame) of their interlocutor on a vanity monitor. 

This frame is continuously monitored and curated by the co-participants, and each party is 

obligated to create mutually intelligible, meaningful shots (Licoppe & Morel, 2009). The 

visual frame becomes part of the recipient design of actions in video mediated interaction 

and should be taken into account in the analysis of video mediated interaction.  

 

8. Conclusion 

The single case analysis in this article shows how one of the participants moves the video 

camera in order to render something visible for their co-participant. The move can be seen 

as a compensation strategy for the fact that the participants are not co-present; they do not 

have reciprocity of perspectives (Schutz, 1967, p. 14) that is a basic assumption in face to 

face co-present interaction. They interact in ‘fractured ecologies’ (Luff et al., 2003) and the 

mobility of the camera afford the participants to re-calibrate the evidential boundaries at a 

given moment in order to show visual phenomena otherwise inaccessible to their co-

participants. The single case was used as a ground to discuss how the conversation analytic 

concept of repair might be broadened to describe these camera actions. On the basis of the 

analysed fragment, it is proposed that repair should be reconceptualised as an organisation 

that deals with recurrent problems in hearing, speaking, seeing and understanding. Where 

a linguistic reformulation of a turn is a method of controlling what the other can hear, moving 

the camera in certain sequential environments is a method for controlling what the other can 

see, and both practices can be seen as part of an intersubjective framework that the 

participants draw upon in order to produce intersubjectivity in interaction. In order to qualify 

and confine the concept of repair of the visual frame, it was argued that not just any 
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movement of the camera might qualify as such a repair. This article does not argue then, 

that ‘anything’ might constitute a recurrent repair practice in interaction, but offers an account 

of a specific practice that might be termed a repair of the visual frame. 
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Endnotes 

i When I refer to ”video data” in this article, it is always with an audio track. 

ii To read more about the project, see https://circd.ku.dk/projects/videomediated-interaction/ 
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Facilitator resources for managing turn transitions in plenum: a 

multimodal study of “gaps” in workshop interaction  
 

Simon Bierring Lange & Brian Due 

  

Abstract 
 

During workshops, facilitators often ask questions addressed to the participants in plenum. In such 

settings, the transition between speakers is often characterized by gaps, i.e. moments of silence 

between the question and the answer. Drawing on ethnomethodology and multimodal conversation 

analysis (EMCA), this article analyses how a facilitator and participants to a communication training 

workshop inhabit such silent moments. It demonstrates how the participants treat the facilitator’s 

displayed recipiency in a stable participation framework as a prerequisite for providing responses. 

On this basis, the article highlights the embodied resources that the facilitator utilizes to actively 

mobilise response or suspend response relevance in the silence after a question. The article 

contributes with new insights on the multimodal management of turn-taking in educational settings 

and has implications for facilitator training. 

 
Key words: facilitation, workshops, communication training, conversation analysis, EMCA, multimodality 
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1. The phenomenon: gaps following questions in educational settings 
 

” There’s a lot of talk in conversation. There is also a lot of silence.” (Sacks 1992, p. 672)  

 

Probably anyone who has participated in educational settings with multiple participants will 

recognize the phenomenon that is the focus of this article: an activity where a facilitator or teacher 

asks questions in plenum thereby inviting the remaining participants to contribute with their answers. 

In such activities, the facilitator might not want to project or select anyone specific among the 

participants as next speaker, but rather to keep the floor open for whoever wants to contribute, i.e. 

leaving it to someone in the collective group of participants to self-select as next speaker (Lerner 

1993; Payne & Hustler 1980; Sahlström 2002). In such circumstances, gaps are common, and might 

even be structurally provided by turn taking rules, e.g. as has long been described in teacher-fronted 

classrooms (McHoul 1978). This article analyses the interaction leading up to, occurring in and 

following gaps in a plenary, educational setting: Video Learning workshops (Due, Lange & Trærup, 

2018; Due & Lange, 2015) for professional practitioners in an organization. In these workshops, the 

participants are shown video clips of interaction from their daily work place in order to let them 

reflect upon their professional practice. A recurrent sequence in the workshops is that the facilitator 

asks a question in plenum after having shown a video clip, upon which every participant can self-

select and provide an answer. In this setting, the answers invariably occur after a gap17, making this 

a perspicuous site for the investigation of what happens during these moments of silence. To 

investigate this phenomenon, this article presents analyses of the embodied, material and linguistic 

resources employed in situ prior to and after the facilitator asks a question. The article’s main finding 

is that the participants orient to a candidate rule of not providing responses before the facilitator 

actively produces a stabilized participation framework (Goffman, 1981; C. Goodwin 2006; Goodwin 

& Goodwin 2005). In other words, the participants time their contributions with reference not only 

to the facilitator’s talk but also by reference to the his displayed recipiency and body position in the 

material surround. On this background, the article highlights the embodied resources by which the 

                                                
17 This claim is based on the data used for this article and other data corpora of gaps in Video Learning workshops (Lange 

& Due, 2017). While we do not postulate that overlapping talk, latched turns or minimal gap cannot occur in this 

sequential environment in this setting, it is still undocumented empirically, and we therefore suggest it is a rare 

phenomenon. 
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facilitator actively pursues or suspends transition relevance in the silence and how the participants 

position themselves as incipient speakers or show unavailability as next speakers. These claims will 

be exemplified through four carefully selected excerpts from a larger collection of the recurrent 

sequence.  

 

1.1 Why study the gaps from a multimodal perspective? 
 

The gaps under scrutiny in this article have been conceptualized in various ways: e.g. in conversation 

analytic literature as “a suitable gap for an answer to be given” (McHoul, 1990) and in textbooks for 

teachers and facilitators as “wait time” (Brown & Atkins, 2005; Cooper & Irizarry, 2014; Fusco, 

2012; Simonds & Cooper, 2011; Tofade, Elsner & Haines, 2013), i.e. the interval of time between an 

teacher’s question and a student’s response. Such conceptualizations foreground the presumed 

cognitive complexity of answering questions in plenum: the gap after a question serves the function 

of letting participants think to formulate a fitting response. This cognitive focus conceals the socio-

interactive aspects of the phenomenon, and might be supplemented by an empirical investigation into 

the participants’ publicly available multimodal conduct during the gaps. Studying natural human 

action and interaction unveils how e.g. ‘waiting’ is very seldom ‘doing nothing’, but rather time filled 

with different actions (Ayaß, 2020). The descriptive limitations of an approach that does not take this 

into account is illustrated in the following excerpt from a workshop (F is the facilitator, P is a 

practitioner): 

 

Excerpt 1: “Wait time” in a workshop 

 
1   F: Øhm:: yes. 

 Uhm:: yes. 

2     (.) 

3   F: >Hva tænker i om det.<  

  >What do you think about that.< 

        à  4     (3.3)  

5   P: altså det jo ham selv der skal komme ((…)) 

  Well it is himself that has to come ((P continues…)) 

 

In the excerpt (which will be revisited later as example 3), the facilitator indicates a change of activity 

(l.1), and after a short pause (l. 2) asks a question (l. 3), thereby inviting responses from the 
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participants. After a period of  “wait time” (l. 4) a practitioner takes the turn and provides an answer. 

As this excerpt focuses solely on the linguistic side of the interaction, it cannot provide answers to a 

number of empirical questions that are central to the research interest in this article. First, it does not 

specify the environment the question is borne into: it does not render visible the affordances of the 

particular interactional ecology that afford and constrain participants’ actions. Second, it does not 

specify in any detail what constitutes the multimodal accomplishment of “waiting”: what do the 

participants demonstrably do in the silences? This article foregrounds these matters, and thereby adds 

to 1) descriptions of multimodal aspects of co-present interaction in general (e.g. Goodwin 2000; 

Mondada 2007; Streeck, Goodwin & LeBaron 2011), 2) descriptions of participants’ endogenous 

multimodal practices for managing turn-taking within larger groups in particular (Mondada 2013) 

and 3) work on silences in interaction and specifically our understanding of ‘gaps’ (Hoey, 2015, 

2020). 

 

2. Literature review 
 

While the turn taking system for ordinary conversation affords minimization of gaps and overlap 

(Sacks, Schegloff & Jefferson, 1974) this does not hold for other speech exchange systems. As an 

example, it has been long demonstrated how the potential for gaps is maximized in traditional, 

teacher-fronted, classroom interaction (McHoul, 1978). Despite this early observation, the gaps in 

multiparty, institutional settings have remained relatively understudied. The setting under scrutiny 

here has resemblances to other institutional multiparty settings that have been studied extensively 

such as meetings (Asmuß & Svennevig, 2009; Svennevig 2012) classrooms (Gardner, 2012, 2019) 

and innovation workshops (e.g. Melkas & Buur 2013), but does not fall perfectly under any of these 

labels. 

 

The turn-taking in the workshops resembles workplace meetings, as there is often “a mixture of self-

selection by the speakers and preallocation of turns by the chair” (Asmuß & Svennevig, 2009, p. 14). 

In other words, the speech exchange system is a mix between a mediated and pre-allocated turn-

taking system (Heritage & Clayman, 2010), and in our data, this system is fluid. Bids for a turn can 

be done by multimodal resources such as body posture, gaze, hand raising or simply speaking at a 

transition relevance place which has also been described as features of meetings (Ford, 2008). While 

the turn-taking in our data is less formal than described for traditional classrooms (McHoul, 1978, 
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1990), the physical layout of the workshop room and the facilitator asking questions in plenum is 

similar to classroom interaction. Consequently, the analysis has drawn on more recent studies of 

classroom interaction that focus on the multimodal accomplishment of turn-taking in classroom 

settings, specifically the importance of engagement frameworks (Mortensen, 2008, 2009), hand 

raising (Sahlström, 2002) and teachers’ practices for facilitating discussions in task-based classes 

(Willemsen, Gosen, Koole, & De Glopper, 2019, 2020). Especially Mortensen’s demonstration of 

how incipient speakers orient to securing the displayed recipiency of a main addressee before 

initiating a verbal turn at talk (Mortensen 2009) has been influential in the analysis presented in this 

study. The activity in focus in this article is different from innovation workshops, but the facilitator’s 

overall role in our data resembles that described for design workshops, e.g. in moving the participants 

‘in and out of formality’ (Nielsen, 2013, 2014). The analysis in this article builds on work on 

workshops that show how material objects are used to sustain and organize activities within such 

workshops (Due, 2016; Nielsen, 2012) and the use of multimodal resources for doing facilitation 

(Franco & Nielsen, 2018). Apart from the literature on specific settings, the article draws on the 

concept of response mobilization (Stivers & Rossano, 2010) as framework for describing the actions 

of the facilitator. 

 

3. Data and setting 
 

For the study of resources employed in the silent moments after a question has been asked in plenary 

settings, probably any kind of educational setting could have been chosen, as the phenomenon is 

massively occurring. A perspicuous case, however, is Video Learning workshops in organizations 

(Due et al., 2018; Due & Lange, 2015). This is because there is a fixed, recurrent reflection activity 

in the workshops that follows a strict format of a) showing a video clip to participants and then b) 

asking them what they think about it, where after they c) reflect on the shown clip in plenum. The 

occurrence of these extended question-answer sequences in the data is therefore relatively frequent 

and allows us to study the methodological practices and resources employed by the facilitator and 

participants. The particular dataset for this article is based on an ten-hour corpus consisting of video 

recordings of three Video Learning workshops in a public service organization. The recordings have 

been made from two angles to capture the whole participation framework (see fig. 1). From this 

dataset, we gathered a collection of 33 instances of the initiation of the particular question-answer 

sequence. The workshops were carried out between October and November 2017 as part of a larger 
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research project on video-mediated interaction in professional settings18. All participants were 

informed about the project and agreed to participate with their signed consent. All data has been 

visually edited and transcribed to secure the anonymity of the participants. The facilitator has not 

been anonymized as his identity highly inferable, as he is also one of the authors of the present article. 

The transcripts follow Lorenza Mondada’s conventions for multimodal actions (Mondada, 2014), 

while the transcription of talk largely follows Gail Jefferson’s conventions (Jefferson, 1985, 2004).  

 

Figure 1: Examples of the recording setup and anonymization of participants 
 

The public service organization was part of the research project as it had recently started offering 

certain services to citizens through video-mediated encounters. The involved practitioners had voiced 

difficulties with the video-mediated format, and the aim of the workshops were to facilitate a space 

where the practitioners had the opportunity to reflect upon their practice (Schön, 1983) and possibly 

enhance their professional practice by reviewing selected video clips from their own video-mediated 

encounters. The participants to the workshops were practitioners from the public service organization 

and the workshop facilitator. The sequences analyzed in this article are embedded within the 

unfolding workshop, and prior to showing the clips, the participants have already talked about the 

challenges and possibilities of video-mediated interaction and the facilitator has framed the activity 

of watching video clips and reflecting on them (see figure 2).  

 

                                                

18 To read more about the project, see https://circd.ku.dk/projects/videomediated-interaction/   
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Fig. 2: The facilitator’s introduction to the workshop format before the video clips are shown 

 

4. Analysis 
 

The analysis focuses on participants’ use of multimodal resources in initiating the reflection activity 

in the workshops. Particularly, the focus will be on the facilitator’s practices for mobilising response 

and the participants’ orientations to the embodied actions and positioning of the facilitator.  

 

4.1. Initiating the reflection activity  
 

The example below is an example of the recurrent sequence in focus in its most minimal form. The 

analysis will revolve around two main things. First, the analysis will show how the facilitator sets up 

an environment for the participants to answer and in what ways the transition relevance is influenced 

by particular situational contingencies. Secondly, the analysis will focus on the embodied resources 

employed by the facilitator and a participant in the gap after question. 

 

 

Example 1  

 
1      ((Clip ends)) 

2     #(0.5)+#(0.4) 
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       +question appears on slide 

Fig #1     #2 

 

 
  Fig 1  

 
  Fig 2  

3    F: *Hva †tænker i.#*  

 What do you think. 

F *-------1-------*  1: turns toward participants 

P1       †---- to F ---> 

Fig      #3 

 

      Fig 3 

4     (.) 

5     når i ser det†%  

 When you see that 

P1            --->†to canvas --> 
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P1               %shakes head --> 

6     #(0.7)*#(0.4) 

F       *tilts head 

Fig #4     #5 

         
 Fig 4                        Fig 5 

7    P1: Jeg s- je- je- jeg synes†% 

 I t-    i    i   i think 

P1                        --->† to F -->> 

P1                          -->% 

8     #den sidder lige i skabet (…)  

 it is perfect (…) 

Fig  #6 

          
          Fig 6 

 

4.1.1 Setting up an environment for sharing reflections (l. 1-5) 

 

In the example, we see how the facilitator shifts the activity from watching a video clip to setting up 

an environment where the participants are invited to give their interpretations of what they have just 

seen. This is accomplished in a stepwise manner. First, the facilitator shifts the presentation slide by 

clicking a handheld remote control in the pause after the clip has stopped playing (l. 2). At this point 

all participants are orienting their gaze to the canvas where the clip has been shown. The shift in the 

material structure – i.e. the presentation slide - is used as a resource to not only achieve a transition 

in activity but also to project a specific question format. On the slide is typed: “Hvad tænker I?” 



 

 

185 

which translates literally to “What do you think?”19 (see figure 2). The interrogative format projects 

not only a transition in activity from watching to commenting on the video clip, but it also projects 

what kind of type-fitting responses are relevant in the upcoming activity. The participants do not seem 

to treat the text to engender transition relevance, and after a short pause, the facilitator turns his head 

and extends his right hand towards the participants (see fig. 3) as he produces the turn “Hva tænker 

i.” (l. 3), echoing the text which is still visible on the slide. After a beat of silence, the facilitator 

adds an increment to the initital question (“når i ser det”/‘When you see that’, l. 5). This 

increment is built onto the first TCU syntactically as a subordinate clause, and the two will be dealt 

with as one action. Before we describe how this action mobilizes response, we would like to note a 

few observations about the position of the facilitator’s body and face direction during the delivery of 

the verbal turns, as they crucially set up a specific participation framework for the activity: First, we 

observe how the canvas is established as a key organizational hub (Heath et al., 2000) for the ongoing 

activity: the facilitator is positioned so as to secure the participant’s unhindered visual access to it, 

and as he turns his head toward the participants, the main parts of his body are still directed towards 

the canvas and the transcription on it, thereby constructing it as a task relevant domain of attention 

for the upcoming activity (Schegloff, 1998). Second, the facilitator’s position is withdrawn in the 

sense that he is standing still, leaning against a window. Throughout our data, the facilitator takes 

similar, withdrawn, resting positions at this sequential position and we will refer to this position as 

his home position inspired by Sacks & Schegloff (2002). While it is not visible from this example 

alone, the embodied stability of the home position will be argued to be crucial for setting up the 

participation framework: participants in our data orient to it by not responding if the facilitator is not 

in this position (as we will see in examples 3 and 4). Third, the turning of the head establishes a 

mutual orientation between the facilitator and the participants and establishes the facilitator as a 

potential recipient to a possible next turn from any participant. Such mutual orientation between 

participants has been shown to be important for the emergence of talk in many settings (e.g. Goodwin, 

1981; Goodwin & Goodwin, 2005; Heath, 1986; Mondada, 2007). 

 

                                                
19 We have an impression that ‘what do you think?’ is a regular format for initiating assessment sequences in English. 

The Danish question design invites a range of possible next actions (e.g. both assessments and observations), and we 

suggest that a more idiomatic translation would be “What are your thoughts?”. 
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Returning to the question “Hva tænker i (.) når i ser det” (l. 3-5) the format mobilizes 

response through, in the terms of Stivers & Rossano (2010), its linguistic design, i.e. its interrogative 

lexico-morphosyntax, the facilitator’s recipient-directed gaze, and through its recipient-focused 

epistemicity, as the participants have privileged access to knowing and formulating their own 

cognitive experiences (Sacks, 1984; Stivers, Mondada & Steensig, 2011). While the format of the 

question resembles a canonical first pair part, we will argue that an answer is not conditionally 

relevant (Schegloff & Sacks 1973) in a strong sense in this specific setting. This is due to the use of 

the Danish pronoun ‘I’ (plural “you”) that addresses the participants as a collective (Lerner 1993) and 

thereby explicitly does not select any specific next speaker, but opens the floor up for any participant 

to produce a suitable second pair part. At this point in the interaction, then, a second pair part is 

strongly invited through the actions of the facilitator (the text on the slide and the verbal question), 

but it still depends on self-selection: any participant may freely choose to provide or not to provide a 

turn in the slot created by the facilitator. We therefore consciously describe the facilitator’s actions 

as setting up an environment where something can happen, rather than making an answer 

conditionally relevant in the sense of normatively required (Stivers & Rossano, 2010) at the first 

possible point. While every single participant is not personally accountable for coming up with an 

answer, this does not mean that they do not do interactional work during the gap. As we will see in 

the next section, the gap is an arena where the participants display engagement in the reflection 

activity, unavailability as next speakers or position themselves as incipient speakers.  

 

4.1.2 Embodied actions during the gap 

 

Having described the sequential position and the contextual configuration (Goodwin, 2000) that the 

gap occurs in, we will now focus on what the participants do in the silence. Just as the facilitator 

finishes his question (l.5), he produces a pouting facial expression, squeezing his lips together (fig. 

4) which he then changes to upward tilted corners of the mouth as he tilts his head slightly (fig. 5) – 

still with squeezed lips. While a head tilt in itself may initiate repair (Seo & Koshik 2010), we take it 

in this sequential position to rather invite responses more broadly. Squeezing the lips may be a kind 

of microexpression (Ekman, 2005) that can be understood as a way of making oneself physically 

unavailable as a speaker, and at the same time display this unavailability. As Kaukomaa has shown, 

facial expressions serve a lot of different practical and communicative purposes in interaction, e.g. 

for turn-opening (Kaukomaa et al., 2013) and for shifting emotional stance (Kaukomaa et al., 2015). 
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In this sequential environment, the facial expressions of the facilitator may be seen as an active way 

of actively pursuing response and showing unavailability as next speaker. The work of the facilitator 

in the gap, then, can hardly be described as ‘waiting’ for an answer, but on the contrary actively 

inviting one. 

 

At the start of the gap, the participants all gaze in direction of the canvas, most of them sitting still, 

thereby actively projecting unavailability as next speakers. One participant, P1, however, starts subtly 

shaking her head with a smiling facial expression (see fig 4 and 5). In this sequential position, her 

actions can function as pre-speech activities (Jefferson, 1983, p. 14) or a pre-beginning, i.e. an 

element that is not a recognizable beginning, but can project the onset of a next turn at talk (Schegloff, 

1996; Mortensen 2009). The subtle head shake does not seem to project a negative stance or 

dispreferred action, and she eventually produces a turn, offering a positive assessment of the conduct 

in the video clip (l. 7-8). We observe how the participant’s embodied conduct is finely timed with the 

possible completion of the facilitator’s question: it is placed at the earliest possible sequential position 

for it to be responsive to the facilitator’s question. What kind of resource is such an action in this 

position? We will argue that it has several interactional affordances: it is used to negotiate turn taking, 

as it projects a turn at talk without jumping straight into it, and it casts her produced turn at talk as 

something that is a product of reflection, rather than something that is uttered at the first possible 

point. 

 

To sum up the example, we first see how the facilitator sets up an environment for sharing reflections: 

he changes the participation framework to having mutual orientation with the participants, and he 

mobilizes their response through a number of multimodal resources such as 1) the material structure 

in the setting (the presentation slide), 2) a canonical interrogative format, 3) recipient-tilted epistemic 

asymmetry, 4) a hand gesture and 5) mutual gaze from a stable home position. Second, we see how 

a “gap” is not void of interactional work by the participants, and neither does it project a dispreferred 

action. Rather, the silence is packed with different actions from different participants: the facilitator 

does visible work to pursue response, actively constructing an interactive role as a monitoring, 

prospective listener, while an incipient speaker treats it as relevant to produce pre-beginning behavior 

before producing a turn at talk. The example demonstrates how the successful initiation of the 

reflection activity is a mutual accomplishment, but as our research interest lies primarily in the 
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facilitator’s practices, most of the analytical focus will be given to the facilitator’s actions in the 

following examples. 

 
4.2. The “delayed” head turn: a resource for suspending response relevance 

 

In the following example, we will focus mainly on the facilitator’s actions during the gap following 

his initiation of the reflection activity, and specifically show how the timing of his turning of his head 

is employed as a resource. The example is from a workshop held in the same room as the one in the 

previous example, but the décor of the room has been changed in the time between the workshops. 

As these changes are not pivotal to our analysis presented here, we will return to them in our analysis 

of example 4, where they are consequential. 

 

Example 2 

 
1      (Clip ends) 

2      ∆#(1.2) 

     F     ∆gaze towards screen --> 

     Fig  #7 

 

 
Fig.7   

3    F: J:arh  

 Y:earh 

4     (0.3) 

5    P1:  hrh∆ ((clears throat)) 

 -->∆gaze towards p1 --> 

 (1.0)∆(2.2) 

   -->∆Gaze towards screen -->  

6    F: Hva lagde i ø:h (0.7) hva lægger i mærk til 

 What did you u:h (0.7) What do you notice 
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7     (3.4)#*(0.9) 

       *turns head slowly twrd particpants -->  

     Fig      #8 

  
 Fig. 8  

8    P5: #*∆Jamen altså hun: følger (navn) kropsprog 

    Well she: follows (name) body language 

         -->* 

  ∆Gaze towards p2 -->> 

     Fig  #9 

  
 Fig. 9 

 

We enter the interaction as the video clip has just stopped playing, and both participants and facilitator 

are gazing towards the canvas. The facilitator is sitting in home position as he utters ‘J:arh’ 

(‘Y:earh’, l. 3), which can function as an activity boundary marker, projecting the upcoming 

reflection activity. After a little intermezzo with a participant that coughs attracting the gaze of the 

facilitator (l. 5), the facilitator gazes back to the canvas as if inspecting it, and eventually delivers the 

question “Hva lagde i ø:h (0.7) hva lægger i mærk til” (‘What did you u:h (0.7) What 

do you notice’, l. 7). The format of the question mobilises response in similar ways to our previous 

example, but crucially, the facilitator does not turn and gaze towards the participants in connection 

with the production of the TCU. Instead he freezes in his position for 3.4 seconds (l.7), before slowly 

turning to the participants. Just as his head is fully turned towards the participants, P2 initiates a 

response. While there is arguably transition relevance after the facilitator’s question, the answering 

participant still treats it as relevant that the facilitator turns his head thereby setting up a participation 

framework with mutual orientation. To sum up, the analysis exemplifies how the delivery of a second 
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pair part in this particular sequential position in this particular setting is accurately timed with 

reference to the facilitator’s visible orientation of engagement, rather than the possible linguistic 

completion of his first pair part. In our dataset as whole, the participants rarely take a turn if the 

facilitator is not turned towards them, thereby displaying his visual recipiency. The facilitator can - 

and actively does - use the turning of his head as a resource to suspend the relevance of potential 

answers. While we would still refrain to use the concept of ‘wait time’ for the gap, we suggest that 

the resource of the ‘delayed’ head turn above can be used to manage the speed of the interaction, 

exerting less pressure on participants to come up with an answer. 

 

4.3 Participants’ orientation to the facilitator’s home position 
 

In the previous examples, the facilitator has been standing or sitting in the same place during the 

initiation of the reflection activity. In the following examples, the facilitator is mobile in the transition 

space, which will be the focus of the analysis.  

 

Example 3 

 
1     ((clip ends)) 

2     #∆(1.0) 

F  ∆gaze at screen ---> 

Fig #10 

  
 Fig. 10. 

3    F: *Øhm::* yes.+# 

*Uhm::* yes. 

     F:    *--1--*          1: F moves closer to screen 

 +question appears on slide 

Fig                 #11 
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 Fig 11 

4     (.) 

5    F: >hva tænker i om det.<  

 >What do you think about that.< 

6     #(1.7)∆*	∠(1.6)#∠ 

Fig  #12           #13 

     F:    -->∆gaze towards participants -->>       

     F:           *trn to participants, moves to wall --> 

         ∠---2--∠			2: P5 rocks from side to side on chair, raises hand  

  
Fig. 12 

  
Fig. 13 

7   P3: ∠[altså] det jo *ham selv # der skal komme= 
  Well it is himself that has to come= 

8   P4:  [Hehe ] 

  [hehe] 

P5         ∠holds hand above head --->>  
F           -->*leans on wall -->> 

Fig      #14 
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Fig 14 

9    P3 =med (…)       

 =up (turn continues) 

 

 

The following analysis will focus on the facilitator’s movements to and from the canvas, as he opens 

up the floor for reflections from the participants. The analysis is inspired by Adam Kendon’s work 

on gesture units as movement excursions (Kendon, 2004, s. 111). In the beginning of the example, 

the facilitator is standing, resting against the wall in his home position. From this position, we see 

how the facilitator gazes silently towards the screen for a second after the clip has stopped playing, 

thereby actively constructing the screen as ongoingly relevant to the unfolding interaction (see fig 

10.). The facilitator then utters ‘Uhm:: yes.’, (l.3), thereby projecting a new activity with the ‘yes’ 

functioning as topic boundary marker (Goodenough & Weiner 1978; Svennevig, 2012). 

Simultaneously, he moves closer to the screen still gazing towards it in what might be described as 

visibly doing an inspection of it: he shifts his gaze direction from the bottom of the canvas to the top 

of it two times. By moving towards the canvas, he has actively brought his body into a position where 

it is closer to the area of the participants’ immediate, displayed visual engagement (the canvas) 

without blocking their visual access to it. Metaphorically speaking, the facilitator ‘enters the stage’, 

thereby drawing attention to his embodied behavior and gaze direction (compare fig. 10 and 11 to see 

the contrast between the positions). In this way, he uses the interval of time that passes before he 

accountably initiates the reflection activity to draw attention to the resources visibly available to the 

participants on the screen, i.e. the simplified transcript of the interaction in the video clip. As he is 

doing inspection of the screen from a perspective similar to that of the participants, this can also serve 

as an invitation to the participants to do the same. In this sequential environment and timed with 

ending of the turn in line 3, the facilitator makes the question “Hvad tænker I?” (‘What do you think?’) 

appear on the screen, thereby projecting the upcoming question. The time before the question is asked 

is thus used by the facilitator to accomplish at least three things: 1) project the activity shift verbally, 

whilst 2) simultaneously frame the screen and the transcript shown on it as relevant to the upcoming 
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activity, before 3) projecting the question format before it is produced verbally. Having accomplished 

this, the facilitator accountably offers the floor to the participants after a beat of silence (‘>What do 

you think about that.<’, l. 5). In the ensuing pause, the facilitator keeps his gaze towards the 

screen for 1.7 seconds before turning to face the participants, using this movement as a resource to 

set up the participation framework as described in the previous example. Importantly though, as he 

turns, he does not stand still, but simultaneously moves towards the side of the room, i.e. his home 

position. As he reaches his home position, three participants simultaneously produce actions that are 

potential bids for a turn: P4 laughs, P5 raises her hand and P3 initiates her turn (l. 7-8, see figure 13). 

The coinciding timing of the participants’ actions show an orientation to the facilitator’s position in 

the room. The point we want to highlight here is that the participants seem to orient to transition 

relevance as connected to the facilitator’s position in the room, and more specifically that answering 

becomes more relevant as the facilitator retakes his home position. Our claim is that the facilitator’s 

movement excursion to and away from the organizational hub for the activity (the canvas) seemingly 

becomes a reference point for the participants to time their interactional contributions. We do not 

claim that participants cannot possibly take a turn before the facilitator is near his home position, but 

simply illustrate an empirical finding that the participants in our data orient to the position of 

facilitator in the room by not producing turns before the facilitator is at a previously established home 

position.  

 

4.4. Facilitator’s orientation to home position and facial expressions 
 

In the last example, the facilitator shows an orientation to the import of his own body position, as he 

postpones transition relevance by adding increments to his question, until he has reached his home 

position following a movement excursion towards the canvas. In the analysis of the following gap we 

will show how, as in example 1, facial expressions, gazing and moving the head around for looking 

at different participants may be seen as a way of mobilizing response.   

 

Example 4 

 
1 ((Clip ends))     

2     F: #∆Yes*  

  Yes 

      F:    ∆to canvas -->> 
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       *stands up 

Fig  #15 

  
 Fig. 15 

2      (.) 

3     F: #Så jeg har ik rigtig taget resten med 

 So I havent included the rest 

Fig #16 

  
 Fig 16 

4     fordi det vi fokuserer lige på nu er  

 because our focus right now is the 

5     hilsnerne.  

 greetings. 

6     (.) 

7     F: Hva:d ∆+*øh hvad tænker# i når i #ser det her.  

 Wha:t  uh what do you think when you see this. 

      F:    -->∆ 

      F:           *-----trns around--->>     

      F:        +question appears on slide 

Fig                        #17     #18 
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 Fig 17 Fig 18 

8     (0.8) 

9     F: #*Øhm  

  Uhm 

      F: -->*sits down-->>  

      F:   #19 

  
Fig  Fig 19 

10     (1.0) 

11    F: #.t  

      F: #20 

Fig   

 Fig 20 

12     (1.0) 

13    F: *Klip.  

 Clip. 

      F: ->* 

14     #(0.5)#(0.9)#(1.1)#(1.1)# 

      Fig #21   #22   #23   #24   #25 
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Fig. 21 

          
        Fig. 22         Fig. 23     Fig. 24     Fig. 25 

 

  

15    P5: Høfligt og venlig og (…) 

 Polite and friendly and (…) 

 

 

4.4.1 The facilitator postpones transition relevance 

 

In the beginning of the example, as video clip stops playing, the facilitator gets up from the sitting 

position he has been taking during the showing of the video clip (see fig. 15). This position will be 

referred to as his home position in the following. The facilitator is sitting as a consequence of the 

pendants that have been installed in the meeting room since the last workshop (cf. example 2), as they 

block the mutual visual access between him and the participants, when the facilitator is standing up. 

As he gets up, he moves toward the canvas (fig. 16), makes a remark about the transcription on the 

presentation slide and the focus of the clip (l. 3-5), and then goes onto produce the TCU: “Hva:d *øh 

hvad tænker i når i ser det her.” (‘Wha:t uh what do you think when you see this.’, 

l. 7). This turn, as in the previous examples, is a first pair part that invites contributions from the 

participants. During the delivery of the turn, the facilitator starts turning around (see fig. 17-18), and 
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continues the movement during the gap after his question (l.8). The facilitator does not stand still 

during this time, and he does not keep his gaze towards the participants, and hereby does not display 

recipiency. When he is fully turned towards his home position, he starts sitting down, as he produces 

an ‘uhm’ (l.9) that projects that something more might be added, e.g. initiating a word search (Brøcker 

et al., 2012). After another gap, the facilitator produces a dental click that is ambiguous in this 

position, as its interactional use has not been described to our knowledge for Danish-talk-in-

interaction (though see Ogden (2018, 2020)) for some usage contexts and functions in English). We 

find it safe to say, though, that the click is a sound object (Reber & Couper-Kuhlen, 2010) that does 

not add any substantial new information to the posed question as it is does not contain any 

conventionally fixed meaning and thus prolongs the projection that something more is under way 

created by the previous ‘uhm’. As such, the click accomplishes postponing the projected element as 

there is another second of silence where the facilitator sits down and reaches his home position. The 

moment he is sitting down, he gazes towards the participants, smiles broadly and produces the word 

“Klip.” (‘Clip.’, l. 13). This turn is a good candidate for closing the word search, as ‘clip’ is a 

natural syntactic increment to the initial question in line 7, and thereby the turn renews the transition 

relevance and initiates the reflection activity. We see in this sequence how the facilitator 

demonstrably orients to getting to his home position before opening the floor for the participants. He 

postpones the transition relevance by verbal resources that through their format claim to be part of 

the original first pair part. 

 

4.4.2 Pursuing response 

 

In the silence after the facilitator’s question, we see how the facilitator now actively uses his gaze to 

pinpoint possible next speakers by turning his head towards individual participants and smiling at 

them (fig. 22 – 25). Due to the recording setup, it is not possible to verify that he has eye contact with 

any of the participants, but it is observable that several participants smile back at the facilitator (as 

illustrated by fig. 22). The moving of the head and gaze is an active resource for publicly showing 

that the facilitator is done with his question, offering the participants’ the floor. Possibly, the practice 

also functions as a further invitation to the participant looked at a particular moment to take a turn at 

talk, but none of the participants take a turn when looked at (though several of them offer a reciprocal 

smile indicating that they are aware of being smiled at). Eventually, a participant takes the turn and 

shares her reflections with the group.  
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To sum up, we see how the participants orient to not answering the question before the facilitator has 

reached his stable home position and a mutual orientation displaying potential recipiency. The 

facilitator, on his side, also orients to setting up a stable participation framework for the reflection 

activity, by taking the floor and postponing transition relevance until he is sitting in his home position. 

As we see, the careful setup of the participation framework does not mean that an answer 

automatically comes at the first given moment, and we see how the facilitator pursues response by an 

assemblage of smiling facial expressions, gaze and head direction. 

 

4.5 Summing up the analyses 
 

To sum up the analyses, they show how the facilitator sets up an environment for sharing reflections 

with various multimodal resources: material (the presentation slide), linguistic (a first pair part), 

embodied (head direction, gaze and position of body in space). Example one shows how these 

resources can be used simultaneously, while example two shows how the facilitator might choose to 

wait to face the participants after asking a question, thereby delaying the relevance of responses 

despite the occurrence of silence between the first pair part and the second pair part. The last two 

examples both focus on situations where the facilitator moves to and from his home position in the 

room, and how these movements are oriented to by the participants. In example 3, multiple 

participants time their potential turn beginning with the facilitator’s return to home position, and in 

example 4 we observe how the facilitator can postpone transition relevance until he has moved to his 

home position and established a stable participation framework for the upcoming activity. Further, 

the analyses of examples 1 and 4 show that various actions are lodged within the gaps by the 

participants once the question is asked and a stable participation framework has been set up. On his 

side, the facilitator mobilizes response using his head movements (head tilts), gaze direction 

(pinpointing potential speakers) and facial expressions (squeezing lips and smiling). On theirs, the 

participants respond silently to these actions in various ways: they might engage in pre-beginnings, 

or they might show no uptake and thereby their unavailability as next speakers.  
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5. Discussion 
 

From our perspective, the most urgent discussion the findings raise is about the notion of ‘gap’ in 

conversation analysis and its practical applicability to the institutional, multiparty setting analysed in 

this article. In ordinary usage in CA a ‘gap’ means a silence between two turn constructional units at 

a transition-relevance-place (TRP: Sacks, Schegloff & Jefferson 1974). Due to the preference for 

contiguity in conversation (Sacks 1987), gaps following first pair parts can signal dispreffered 

actions, as a second pair part is expectable and normatively required on the earliest possible 

opportunity (i.e. the TRP). Traditionally, the TRP has been described as being connected to the 

construction of a turn-at-talk and thus projected by syntactic, intonational and pragmatic cues (Ford 

& Thompson 1996). As the analysis in this article showed, this does not seem to hold for the 

sequences in the activity analysed. Here, we saw how silences after the first pair part were the norm, 

and how the participants showed an orientation to answer not upon the production of the turn-at-talk, 

but instead synchronized their responses finely with the facilitator’s embodied display of recipiency. 

This observation leads us to suggest transition relevance may be projected by embodied cues in some 

circumstances. On the basis of this, we propose to use the word ‘gap’ cautiously in multiparty 

activities like the one described as it may carry with it unintended inferences. Instead, we suggest to 

reserve the word for instances where a suitable participation framework for the upcoming activity has 

been set up, i.e. when the facilitator has 1) produced a first pair part (e.g. asked a question) and 2) is 

displaying recipiency through his orientation and 3) is placed in a stable home position. This means 

that rather than equating any silence after a first pair part with a ‘gap’, we suggest that the occurrence 

of a gap has to be analytically argued for. In practice, we suggest that the analysis can start out with 

the term ‘silence’ instead, as this term is descriptive of the state of affairs without imposing normative 

expectancies from other settings into the analysis of this silence. 

 

6. Implications for practitioners 
 

This article zooms in on turn transitions in multiparty settings. This phenomenon is central in various 

educational settings, and therefore has implications for not only facilitators, but also possibly teachers 

that wish to take a reflective stance toward their practice (Schön, 1983). For workshop facilitators, 

the findings can contribute towards the development of a tool kit for professional facilitation (cf. 
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(Franco & Nielsen, 2018, p. 752). The specific contribution to such a tool kit is the article’s focus on 

the multimodal range of resources that the facilitator uses to manage turn transitions. Through its 

description of the endogenous practices in the data, the article provides facilitators with insights about 

embodied resources that they can make use of in opening the floor for participants, e.g. turning to and 

away from the participants and the role of the body position and mobility in space relative to the 

presentation canvas. Further, it highlights a range of embodied resources that facilitators can use for 

actively pursuing responses during silences. For teachers, the findings of this article might 

complement advice on questioning techniques and strategies that are common in textbooks (e.g. 

(Brown & Atkins, 2005; Fusco, 2012; Simonds & Cooper, 2011; Tofade et al., 2013). An example of 

such advice from teacher education research is for teachers to wait (e.g. not ask another question) 

after posing a question in plenum, conceptualized as ‘wait time’. Defined as the interval of time 

between a teacher’s question and a student’s response (Rowe, 1972), wait time reportedly has a 

positive effect on the quantity and quality of the responses and the ensuing conversation (Rowe, 1972, 

1974, 1980, 1986). This advice is based on measuring a single variable (time) at a specific sequential 

position (post-question) over a number of settings and activities. While this approach provides 

prospective teachers and facilitators with a tantalizing context free practice – i.e. “waiting” after 

posing a question – it does not specify how “waiting” is practically accomplished in actual, situated 

encounters. This article offers an empirical account of what ‘wait time’ might entail in situ and 

sketches out some resources that can be employed in the silences following questions to delay 

response relevance or actively pursue responses. 

 

7. Conclusion 
 

The findings in this article are built on a collection of 33 sequences, and are thus limited by being 

based on a small corpus of video recordings with the same group of participants and the same 

facilitator. While this number of instances is sufficient for informal quantification from an EMCA 

perspective (Schegloff, 1993), we see a substantial potential for further research into the silences in 

multiparty interaction and the interaction in facilitated workshops. The analyses showed how the 

silences in the described setting are not only “suitable gaps for an answer to be given”, but also an 

arena where the participants do important interactional work such as setting up a participation 

framework for the activity, mobilizing response through head movements and gaze direction, 

producing pre-beginning behavior or showing unavailability as next speaker. The analysis showed 
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how the position of the facilitator’s body is crucial for understanding the turn taking, as the workshop 

participants orient toward responding not at the first given moment a first pair part has been produced. 

Rather, the earliest point we see responses is when a first pair part has been uttered and the facilitator 

has set up a stable participation framework. The crucial resources for doing this is displaying 

recipiency through a mutual orientation towards the participants and placing his body in the 

previously established home position of the activity. On this basis, the article discussed 

terminological aspects of using “gap” to describe the phenomenon in focus, and argued that analysts 

might proceed with caution when describing silent moments in multiparty workshop settings. In 

closing, we argued that these findings might offer insights that can foster professional reflection for 

facilitators and teachers about the embodied nature of their practice.  
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Appendix. Transcription conventions  

 
Participants: Facilitator (F), Participants: 1, 2, 3, 4 (P1, P2, P3, P4, P5)  

 

+ delimits technological equipment (slide change)	 
* delimits body movements done by F 

∆ delimits gaze done by F 

% delimits gestures done by P1  

† delimits gaze done by P1 

∠: delimits body movements done by P5  
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