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Råman, Joonas, The multimodal and collaborative aspects of demonstrations in the
teaching of budo sports. 
University of Oulu Graduate School; University of Oulu, Faculty of Humanities, English
Philology
Acta Univ. Oul. B 173, 2019
University of Oulu, P.O. Box 8000, FI-90014 University of Oulu, Finland

Abstract

This dissertation, and the three original articles on which it is based, explore the nature of teaching
physical skills in the particular context of three budo sports: judo, Brazilian jiu-jitsu, and aikido.
In particular, this dissertation examines the way demonstrations of budo techniques are conducted
in collaboration between the teachers, their partners and the students. Particular focus is on ‘whole
class demonstrations’, situations where all the participants in the class are gathered in a shared
participation framework, either to observe the demonstration or perform in it. This dissertation
reveals how and by whom demonstrations are conducted by examining their depictive, supportive
and annotative aspects. By using video recordings of naturally-occurring budo demonstrations and
employing a multimodal conversation analytic method, the ‘demonstration’ is defined as a social
event comprising of a physical depiction and context-establishing interactional aspects.

The three original articles introduce and examine interactional phenomena directly related to
the aforementioned three aspects. The first article explores the employment of communicative
moves necessary to establish the physical, temporal and participatory space for the demonstration.
The second article explores the way in which the teacher and the partner can facilitate easier
observation of the technique through interactional parsing, the return-practice and phase-
clarifying actions. The third article explores the interaction between the teacher and the partner,
by illustrating the different modalities in which the partner can be guided through the
demonstration.

Keywords: activity transition, conversation analysis, demonstration, directive,
interctional parsing, multimodality, social interaction, video data





Råman, Joonas, Demonstraatioiden multimodaaliset ja kollaboratiiviset piirteet
budolajien opetuksessa. 
Oulun yliopiston tutkijakoulu; Oulun yliopisto, Humanistinen tiedekunta, Englantilainen
filologia
Acta Univ. Oul. B 173, 2019
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Tiivistelmä

Tämä väitöskirja, sekä kolme alkuperäistä tutkimusartikkelia joihin se perustuu, tutkivat fyysis-
ten taitojen opetusta kolmen budolajin, judon, Brasilialaisen jujutsun ja aikidon kontekstissa.
Väitöskirja perehtyy multimodaalisiin ja kollaboratiivisiin tapoihin, joilla budo-opettajat, heidän
partnerinsa, ja oppilaansa esittelevät budotekniikoita koko luokan kattavissa demonstraatiossa,
eli tilanteissa, joissa jokainen osallistuja on osa yhteistä osallistujuuskehikkoa, joko tekniikka
suorittamassa tai seuraamassa. Väitöskirja paljastaa kuinka, ja kenen toimesta demonstraatiot
toteutetaan tarkastelemalla niiden esittäviä, tukevia, ja selvittäviä piirteitä. Väitöskirja hyödyntää
multimodaalisen keskustelunanalyysin tutkimusmetodia ja määrittää ’demonstraation’ sosiaali-
sena tapahtumana, joka muodostuu kehollisesta näytöstä ja kontekstia-rakentavista vuorovaiku-
tuksellista piirteistä.

Väitöskirjan kolme alkuperäistä tutkimusartikkelia tarkastelevat yllämainittuihin kolmeen
demonstraation piirteeseen liittyviä vuorovaikutuksen ilmiötä. Ensimmäinen artikkeli tarkaste-
lee kommunikatiivisia siirtoja, joita hyödynnetään, kun luodaan demonstraatioiden vaatima fyy-
sinen ja ajallinen tila sekä osallistumiskonfiguraatio. Toinen artikkeli tutkii opettajien ja heidän
partnereidensa hyödyntämiä budotekniikan tarkkailua helpottavia vuorovaikutuksellisia ilmiötä:
vuorovaikutuksellista jäsentämistä, paluu-käytännettä, sekä budotekniikan vaiheita selventäviä
toimintoja. Kolmas artikkeli perehtyy erityisesti opettajan ja tämän partnerin väliseen vuorovai-
kutukseen paljastamalla eri modaliteetit, joilla partneria voidaan ohjata demonstraation aikana.

Asiasanat: demonstraatio, direktiivi, keskustelunanalyysi, multimodaalisuus,
sosiaalinen vuorovaikutus, toimintavaiheiden välinen siirtymä, video aineisto,
vuorovaikutuksellinen jäsentäminen
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1 Introduction 
It is commonly understood that when striving to master any skill, whether learning 
to write, play the guitar, swing a baseball bat, or simply tie shoe laces, repetition is 
at the core of learning. Aristotle is said to have commented on the nature of learning: 
“it is frequent repetition that produces natural tendency” (Aristotle & Ross, 1906, 
p.113). Scientists, fairly early on, have expounded on this ancient adage of ‘practice 
makes perfect’ (e.g. Ebbinghouse, 1885; Ward, 1893). However, it is equally well 
understood that repetition is only sensible if it is based on a solid understanding of 
the basic principles of the particular skill that is to be learned. Repeating a 
movement wrong can lead to an effect that is completely opposite to the desired 
outcome. The learner, therefore, needs a model which to imitate. In the case of 
physical skills, embodied demonstrations by more skilled practitioners provide this 
model in a way few other modalities can. By demonstrating a physical event, the 
demonstrator is engaged in not only depicting the original referent activity (e.g. the 
ideal baseball swing), but also ‘transforming’ (Goffman, 1986) it into something 
“patterned on this activity, but seen by the participants to be something quite else.” 
(p. 43–44). This “something else” stems from the fact that demonstrations are 
selective in what aspects of the original referent they depict (Clark & Gerrig, 1990, 
p. 767–768). Not everything that occurs during a demonstration is necessarily 
intended to be understood as a depiction of the referent, or indeed, to be imitated 
by the observers (Cibulka, 2014, p.2). To assist the observer in identifying the most 
relevant aspects of original referent, the demonstrator resorts to supportive and 
annotative actions during the demonstration (Clark & Gerrig, p. 768). It is these 
additional actions that enable and enhance observation which separate 
demonstrations from ‘performances’ (purely embodied illustrations of the referent) 
or ‘descriptions’ (purely verbal illustrations of the referent), and what make them 
so useful not only for purposes of instruction but also for everyday social 
interaction.  

One of the most extreme and physical forms of social interaction is fighting. 
Fighting and warfare are in Goffman’s terms ‘serious’ activities (Goffman, 1986), 
meaning that they are “actual, untransformed activities” (p. 81) with real, often 
mortal consequences. They can, however, be transformed to ‘non-serious’ actions, 
or ‘keyings’ (ibid.) in a variety of contexts. Some of these contexts might be thought 
to include: athletic events, play fights, theatrical performances and movies, and 
martial arts practice sessions. While the context, and the ultimate goal of the 
interaction, changes in these transformations, the modality of physical exchanges 
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between two or more participants is maintained. Consequently, teaching essentially 
antagonistic physical skills calls for embodied means of demonstrating, and often 
requires two or more people to achieve a realistic depiction of the taught skill. This 
dissertation investigates demonstrations of physical skills in the context of budo 
(literally ‘martial way’, a term used to refer to modern Japanese martial arts, or 
martial arts inspired by them) demonstrations, with the specific focus on three 
martial arts disciplines: judo, Brazilian jiu-jitsu and aikido. Employing the 
framework of multimodal conversation analysis (CA) to examine video recordings 
of actual budo practice sessions, this dissertation seeks to provide a description of 
the interactional features of embodied demonstrations with a particular focus on 
two aspects: the multimodal resources available to the participants during the 
demonstrations, and the collaborative nature of these instructional events. 

One useful framework for examining the features of demonstrations is 
provided by Clark & Gerrig (1990), who argue that demonstrations feature 
depictive, supportive, annotative, and incidental aspects (p.768). Depictive aspects 
“distinguish the intended referent” (e.g. a particular judo technique) from “other 
possible referents”. They are the actions done by the demonstrator to imitate the 
original referent as closely as possible and constitute the ‘demonstration proper’ (p. 
769). Supportive aspects are the actions which assist the depiction (e.g. slowing 
down the judo throw during the demonstration), while annotative aspects are the 
commentary, both verbal and non-verbal, intended for the observers. Clark and 
Gerrig argue also that any aspects of demonstration beyond these three categories 
are ‘incidental’ for the demonstrator’s purpose. This dissertation investigates how 
exactly these aspects can be realized during the demonstration through a variety of 
multimodal resources of interaction. The goal is to provide a holistic examination 
of the tools that are necessary for conducting a budo demonstration in its local 
‘ecology’ (Mondada, 2016, 2014a). Rather than examining the role of individual 
modalities of interaction, this dissertation seeks to contribute to the study of 
‘complex multimodal gestalts’ (Mondada, 2014a; Keevallik, 2017) and their 
emergent and collaborative construction during the temporally unfolding 
instructional event. 

Prior studies (e.g. Nishizaka, 2006; Hindmarsh et al. 2014; Lindwall & Lymer, 
2014) have examined demonstrations in contexts where they occur as private 
interactions between one demonstrator and their observer(s). This dissertation 
contributes to this body of research by providing an illustration of a somewhat more 
complicated context. What sets the budo demonstration apart from the contexts 
explored in the above studies is the participation framework (e.g. Goodwin, 2007, 
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2003, 2000; Goodwin & Goodwin, 2004) formed by the teacher-partner-students -
triad. Similar to dance instruction (Keevallik, 2015, 2014a, 2014b, 2013a, 2013b, 
2010), budo demonstrations typically require a partner. However, the budo teacher 
and their partner are not necessarily assisted by a predetermined choreography 
functioning as an overarching guideline in the same way dance instructors are. 
Instead, budo instructors and their partners in demonstration negotiate their 
intentions to each other through other means. Typically, in budo demonstrations, 
the teacher adopts the role of the tori (literally: ‘taker’, ‘chooser’, ‘grabber’), the 
executor of the technique, while the partner adopts the role of the uke (literally: 
‘receiver’), the participant against whom the technique is applied1. This dissertation 
examines how demonstrations are advanced in collaboration by two demonstrating 
participants, and how the depictive, supportive and annotative aspects of the 
demonstration are realized and distributed between them. Furthermore, the role of 
the observing students is examined to determine how their embodied conduct can 
enable and influence the demonstration.  

The main objective of this dissertation is therefore to show how, and by whom 
the demonstration is accomplished. More specifically, the objective is to answer the 
following research questions: 

1. How are the multimodal resources available to the teacher and the partner 
utilized to accomplish the depictive, supportive, and annotative aspects of 
demonstrations? What is the relationship between verbal, embodied and 
material resources in the establishment and advancement of demonstrations, 
and how are these resources made available in situ? 

2. How are the depictive, supportive and annotative aspects of demonstrations 
performed in collaboration between participants? How are demonstrations 
established and carried out in interaction? 

The three budo sports examined in this dissertation all originate from the traditional 
Japanese martial art of jujutsu (‘gentle technique’), and consequently share some 
similarities in terminology and techniques. Jujutsu is the traditional samurai art of 
combat, in which the opponent’s force is manipulated and redirected against 
themselves. Jujutsu is a grappling-based martial art, meaning that it places focus on 
throws, pins, chokes and joint locks, instead of strikes or kicks. Whether more 
competitive (Brazilian jiu-jitsu) or more conciliatory (aikido) by nature, this 
                                                        
1  While there are differences in terminology across the three disciplines (e.g. shite and nage are 
commonly used in stead of tori in aikido), the terms tori and uke are used throughout this dissertation 
to refer to the participants who, respectively, complete the technique and receive the technique. 
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dissertation highlights that all three disciplines are ultimately taught and learned in 
collaboration. 

Judo (‘gentle way’) is the oldest of the budo sports examined in this 
dissertation. Judo, as a separate discipline from jujutsu, was developed by Jigoro 
Kano in the late 19th century. The year 1882 is often considered year zero for judo, 
as this is when Kano founded the Kodokan institute in Tokyo. Kano began to 
develop judo as both a physical and a philosophical discipline. During Kano’s time, 
traditional martial arts had become increasingly unpopular in the rapidly 
westernizing Japan. Bujutsu (‘martial techniques’) disciplines were largely seen as 
relics of the past that did not have anything to offer to the modern society. As a 
response, Kano stressed judo’s role as a budo (‘martial way’ or ‘path’) discipline, 
emphasizing the holistic nature of his new approach to practicing jujutsu. Kano, 
professional educator, saw judo as a way of developing both the individual and the 
society. His philosophical notions are reflected in the two fundamental principles 
of judo: Seiryoku-Zenyo (the principle of maximum efficient use of energy), which 
means the effort to utilize one’s spiritual and physical energies in the most effective 
way to achieve a purpose; and Jita Kyoe (the principle of mutual welfare and 
benefit), which means functioning in harmony and co-operation with other 
members of the society. Kano selected jujutsu techniques that he considered to be 
effective, but that would also allow the practitioners to practice with maximum 
efficiency, without fear of injuring the opponent or themselves, thus reflecting the 
philosophical notions of Seiryoku-Zenyo and Jita Kyoe in practice. Similarily to 
jujutsu, judo places focus on grappling: pins, chokes, joint locks and throws are the 
four ways of scoring points in a judo match. Kano also stressed the importance of 
sparring, or randori, (literally ‘embracing the chaos’) in learning judo, as this would 
allow the practitioners to test their skills in practice, outside the strict katas (‘form’), 
the ideal, codified, and predetermined ways of completing techniques. Currently, 
judo is the most popular martial art in the world, as well as a modern Olympic sport. 

Aikido (‘the way of joining of forces’) is another modern interpretation of 
jujutsu. Aikido was developed in the early 20th century by Morihei Uesiba, with 
the founding of the Aikikai foundation in 1940 serving as an important milestone 
for the discipline. During the early 20th century Uesiba practiced various martial 
arts, including jujutsu and judo, and began to develop his own style during the 
1930s. Uesiba was a pacifist, who sought to incorporate his philosophy into his new 
discipline. The defining tenet of aikido is care for the wellbeing of both the attacker 
and the defender. Aikido is a purely defensive martial art, based on nullifying or re-
directing the attacker’s movements, in a way which protects both parties from 
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injury. As such, particular focus is on the defender blending with the force of the 
attack through tai-sabaki (movement of the body). In tai-sabaki the defender enters 
the on-coming attack (e.g. a strike), either directly (irimi) or indirectly (tenkan). 
Once the attack has been met in this way, the defender may apply a variety of 
techniques which are aimed at controlling the attacker, either through throws or 
joint-manipulation. Aikido also features practice with weapons, typically wooden 
swords, knives, and staves. Aikido practice comprises of performing predetermined 
katas, both from the perspective of the tori and the uke. Central to the discipline of 
aikido is the concept of ki, which roughly translates as ‘force’ or ‘flow of energy’. 
Learning to blend with the ki of the attacker allows the defender to absorb or 
redirect the energy in a way which is thought to be beneficial for both parties. In 
keeping with Uesiba’s philosophy, traditional aikido features no competition. In 
this sense, practicing aikido katas is similar to practicing dance choreographies. 
This has attracted some critique from practitioners of other martial arts, who often 
remark that aikido is not a practical martial art as it requires compliance from the 
opponent. However, focusing on katas allows the practitioners to perfect their 
techniques without fear of injuring the opponent. An experienced aikido 
practitioner can perform the initial attack, e.g. a straight punch aimed at the head, 
with full force and intent. Similarly, the defender can respond to this attack without 
holding back. 

Brazilian jiu-jitsu (BJJ) is the third budo sport examined in this dissertation. 
As the name suggests, it too traces its origins to jujutsu. In the early 20th century 
several Japanese ju-jutsu practitioners, most notably Mitsuyo Maeda, a practitioner 
of Jigoro Kano’s style of ju-jutsu (which would later be known as judo), came to 
Brazil and began to demonstrate their style of martial art. Among Maeda’s students 
were the Brazilian brothers Carlos and Hélio Gracie, who went on to develop their 
own style of jiu-jitsu (BJJ is often also referred to as Gracie jiu-jitsu). BJJ features 
all of the Kodokan judo techniques, as well as a variety of techniques from other 
grappling based sports such as wrestling and sambo. BJJ practitioners attempt to 
bring their opponents to the ground and force them to submit through a variety of 
joint-locks, chokes and strangles. In addition to this, points are awarded in 
competition for controlling the opponent and forcing them to various 
disadvantageous positions. Whereas a judo competition is deemed to be over once 
one of the competitors manages to execute a successful throw worthy of ippon (the 
highest score), BJJ competition simply moves to the ground phase once the 
opponent has been taken down to the mat. For this reason, BJJ traditionally stresses 
the importance of ‘ground fighting’ techniques, with ‘standing techniques’ being 
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arguably somewhat underrepresented. In the recent years, BJJ has experienced a 
growth in popularity and number of practitioners. This is most likely due to the 
rising popularity of mixed-martial arts (MMA) and various MMA organizations, 
most notably Ultimate Fighting Championship (UFC). As other grappling (judo, 
sambo) and striking martial arts (boxing, taekwondo, muay thai) tend to emphasize 
standing techniques, BJJ is seen as a complement to these and often considered an 
almost mandatory part of the repertoire of anyone wishing to compete in mixed-
martial arts. 

This dissertation is organized as follows: section 2 introduces the research 
materials utilized in this dissertation, the data collection process, and the 
transcription conventions used to represent talk and embodied conduct. Section 3 
provides a discussion of the theoretical and methodological background of this 
dissertation. Section 4 introduces the original articles and their main findings. In 
addition to this, section 4 includes a synthesis of the phenomena examined in the 
original articles in the form of an illustrative example of one budo demonstration. 
Section 5 draws the findings together and expounds on the implications and 
contributions this dissertation provides in the fields of interaction research and the 
study of instructions and demonstrations. 
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2 Reseach materials 
The material used in this dissertation is a collection of video recordings from the 
practice sessions and seminars of five different Finnish budo clubs. Altogether, the 
data comprises of approximately 22 hours of video footage of naturally-occurring 
budo training sessions in English and Finnish. This section includes a description 
of the data and their sources. Section 2.1. will discuss the process of collecting the 
research materials, as well as ethical considerations that had to be taken into 
consideration during the collection process. Finally, Section 2.2 will introduce the 
conventions followed for transcribing the data for analysis and representational 
purposes. 

2.1 The video data 

The data collection began during 2013–2014 with the filming of three judo sessions. 
A total of 5 hours of video footage was collected from a single judo club. The judo 
club in question is part of a sports organization for students and staff members of 
the local university. The researcher has some personal experience in judo, which he 
has practiced for roughly six years. At the time of writing this dissertation, the 
researcher has achieved the rank of 3.kuy (green belt), in the Kodokan style of judo. 
The researcher is a member of the judo club examined in this study, and has taken 
part in teaching judo in the role of an assistant teacher. Once a year the club 
organizes a beginners’ course in judo, after which the students receive their first 
color belt (yellow), and are allowed to practice with more experienced judokas. The 
video footage was collected during some of the first practice sessions of the 
beginners’ course. These sessions typically feature two teachers, the head teacher 
(identified by the speaker tags CO [from: ‘coach’] or TE [from: ‘teacher’]in the 
original articles) and a designated assistant teacher (identified by the speaker tags 
AC [from: ‘assistant coach’] and PA [from: ‘partner’] in the original papers), who 
is also the teacher’s partner during the demonstrations. The three practice sessions 
recorded featured three different head teachers and two different assistant teachers. 
The number of students (identified by the speaker tags S1, S2, S3 etc., in the 
original articles) in the filmed judo training sessions varied between four and ten. 
All of the practitioners are native speakers of Finnish, which is also the language 
used in the practice sessions. The video material collected from the judo practice 
sessions was utilized in Articles I and II. The overall structure of the judo practice 
sessions in the recordings data is fairly uniform: the practice always begins with 
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the rei (a ritual bow of respect), followed by a variety of warm-up drills. These are 
typically followed by ukemi practice (the practice of falling down safely). The main 
pedagogical content of the sessions typically follows the ukemi practice. In this part 
of the session, the teachers demonstrate techniques, which are then practiced by the 
students. The technique part is followed by randori, where the students can then 
try to apply their newly learned skills in practice against each other. Finally, the 
session is closed with the rei.  

The next phase of the data collection process involved the filming of one karate 
class in 2015, which however was discarded from the final research materials. As 
the focus of the dissertation moved towards examining the collaborativeness of the 
demonstrations, it became evident that karate practice sessions would not provide 
suitable material for analysis as the teacher in the recording introduces the 
techniques for the most part alone without the aid of a partner. 

Having filmed the three judo sessions, the researcher submitted the first 
manuscript version of Article I for peer-review. The reviewers’ comments 
suggested a complementation of the data set with an additional budo discipline. 
Consequently, the data set was supplemented with video footage from Brazilian 
jiu-jitsu (BJJ) practice sessions filmed in 2016. The data comprises of 3 hours of 
video footage, collected from two practice sessions of one budo club. The club in 
question is a relatively large sports organization which offers a wide variety of 
combat sport classes to its members. The data set includes two teachers, both 
identified in the transcripts and original articles interchangeably as CO or TE, one 
being a native speaker of Finnish and the other a native speaker of Brazilian 
Portuguese. The number of students taking part in the two practice sessions are 13 
in the first filmed session, and 22 in the second. With the exception of two native 
speakers of Spanish present in both sessions, the students are all native speakers of 
Finnish. Both teachers use English as a lingua franca in the class, with the native 
Finnish speaker occasionally using Finnish. The students come from a variety of 
skill levels, the majority of them having practiced BJJ for more than a year. The 
organization of the BJJ classes is very similar to that of the judo classes. The class 
begins with a quick warm-up, followed by the “drilling” phase, where techniques 
planned for that day are demonstrated and practiced. The class ends with 30 minutes 
of sparring, or “rolling” as it is often referred to by the practitioners. Video material 
from the BJJ practice sessions was utilized in all the three original articles. 

The data collection was completed by recording three Aikido seminars during 
2016-2017. Aikido is represented in the data by three different budo clubs, from 
three different mid-to-big-sized Finnish cities. The data comprises of around 14 
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hours and 30 minutes of video footage. The overall structure of the practice sessions 
differs from those seen in the judo and Brazilian jiu-jitsu clubs. The three clubs 
regularly organize two-day weekend seminars, where they invite internationally 
acclaimed senseis to teach aikido. The teachers in the data are two famous French 
practitioners of aikido. One of the teachers (visiting two of the budo clubs) conducts 
their teaching in English, while the other teacher (visiting one club) speaks Spanish, 
which is then translated to Finnish by one of the students in situ. For the original 
articles, only recordings from the two seminars conducted in English were utilized2. 
The teacher is identified with the CO or TE speaker tags in the transcripts. These 
seminars by visiting senseis are popular, attracting aikido practitioners from other 
clubs as well. Consequently, the data includes 26 students in the first recorded 
seminar, 20 students in the second, and 27 in the third seminar. The seminar days 
begin with a bow, followed by a quick warm-up routine. The rest of the day is spent 
practicing a variety of techniques. Typically, the day ends with the students freely 
practicing the variety of techniques covered during the day, and the teacher 
observing, commenting and correcting their performance. The seminar sessions are 
closed with the ritual bow. Video footage from the aikido seminars was utilized in 
Articles II and III. 

The research materials were collected following the ethical guidelines of the 
University of Oulu and the Finnish Advisory Board on Research Integrity 3 . 
Representatives of the budo clubs examined were contacted by the researcher, who 
inquired whether the club members would be interested in participating in the study. 
Following a positive response, the researcher asked for a permission to participate 
in the practice sessions first as an observer without cameras. With the exception of 
two aikido clubs, observation of at least two practice sessions was possible in each 
club before any recordings were made. The researcher was able to visit the premises 
and observe the general structure of the budo class in order to plan, among other 
things, the locations for the cameras. In the case of the two aikido clubs, the 
researcher was able to acquire photographs and descriptions of the premises and 
the organization of the class from members of the clubs prior to filming the sessions. 
All but one of the participants in the recordings have given their written consent to 
being recorded for research and scientific publication purposes. The participant 

                                                        
2 The framework of teaching budo while utilizing simultaneous Spanish to Finnish interpretation 
provides a unique context on which the researcher intends to conduct a separate study. Certainly, 
introducing an interpreter to the participation framework has potential implications for the way the 
demonstrations are conducted. 
3Available at: https://www.tenk.fi/en/responsible-conduct-of-research 
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who did not give their consent featured in the original recordings of one of the judo 
sessions. Consequently, any sections of footage where this participant appears have 
been removed from the data set and destroyed. The data and the related transcripts 
have been anonymized to prevent identification by employing pseudonyms and 
blurring any images from the video footage. The collection of recordings, in the 
form of MiniDV tapes and digital video files, is securely stored by the researcher 
in the premises of English Philology at the University of Oulu. Access to the 
unedited video data is limited to the researcher and the participants, who have the 
right to observe the data and request the removal of any segments they appear in. 
The budo clubs examined were given the opportunity to acquire copies of the 
recorded practice sessions for their own use. One aikido club took advantage of this 
opportunity. 

The sessions were filmed with two to three cameras, providing multiple angles 
of both the demonstrations and the practice. One of the cameras was ‘roving’ (Heath 
et al., 2010, p.38-40), being operated by the researcher4 , with the focus on the 
actions and movement of the teacher. The rest of the cameras were fixed (p. 40), 
positioned so as to acquire as wide a perspective as possible of the whole practice 
session. The practice sessions were recorded from the very beginning to the very 
end. The judo sessions were recorded with three MiniDV cameras, while the rest 
of the sessions were captured with a combination of one digital video camera (the 
mobile camera being operated by the researcher), and two stationary GoPro 
cameras. Having filmed the first Aikido seminar, the researcher realized that the 
large number of practicing students made it very difficult to hear what the teacher 
was saying in the data. While the teacher’s talk was audible during the 
demonstrations, hearing what was said during the practice phase was nearly 
impossible. To counter this problem, the researcher utilized an external shotgun 
microphone to record the audio in the two subsequent aikido seminars.  

2.2 Transcription conventions 

For the purposes of analysis and presentation the video footage utilized as research 
material in the original articles and this summary has been transcribed using the 
standard conversation analytic conventions originally developed by Gail Jefferson 
(e.g. Jefferson, 2004; Hepburn & Bolden, 2012). The embodied conduct of the 

                                                        
4 With the exception of one aikido seminar which was recorded by the researcher’s colleagues at the 
University of Oulu 
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participants has been represented through a variation of the method developed by 
Lorenza Mondada (e.g. 2018) 5 . As Hutchby & Wooffit (1998, p. 73) note, 
transcripts do not form the data for conversation analytic research. Transcribing 
necessitates repeated listenings and viewings of the video data, which, as Psathas 
and Anderson (1990) point out, force the researcher to become intimately familiar 
with the actual research materials, recordings of naturally-occurring interactions, 
and is therefore a crucially important part of the analysis process. It is important to 
note that no transcription system is perfect in the sense that it would present all 
potentially meaningful resources of interaction (Ochs, 1979, p. 44; Kendon, 1981). 
While the data is ideally observed without preconceptions (Sacks, 1984; Schegloff, 
1996a), this transcription process is particularly subject to the analyst’s own 
interests and expectations (Green et al., 1997; ten Have, 2007). Conversation 
analysts seek to discern which aspects of the interaction event the participants 
themselves treat as meaningful, and consequently, present those particular aspects 
in the transcription.  

There are minor differences between the transcription methods utilized across 
the three original articles6. In general, these differences, mostly related to the way 
embodiment is presented. They reflect the researcher’s attempt to develop and 
refine a method suitable for presenting the data and phenomena in the original 
articles. In keeping with the goal of examining larger activity sequences, Article I, 
the first article that was published, features a somewhat simplistic rendition of 
Mondada’s method of presenting multimodal conduct. The transcriptions in Article 
II, Article III and this summary, however, feature more detailed accounts of the 
participants’ embodied conduct. This allows the examination of the embodied 
conduct of two bodies engaged in the demonstration proper. While the way in 
which multimodal features of interaction have been transcribed varies, the 
transcription process itself has remained the same throughout the articles, 
especially in relation to how talk is represented. 

Conversation analysts typically begin the transcription process by first 
transcribing spoken interaction. For the conversation analytic method, it is 
important to not only describe what is said, but also how, and when it is said (ten 
Have, 2007, p. 94; Hutcby & Wooffit, 1998, p.76). In other words, the goal is two-

                                                        
5 A full description of Mondada’s transcription conventions can be found at: 
https://mainly.sciencesconf.org/conference/mainly/pages/Mondada2013_conv_multimodality_copie.p
df 
6 The reader is encouraged to refer to the original articles for the transcription conventions utilized in 
the publications. Appendix I lists conventions shared across all three articles and this dissertation. 
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fold: to capture both the dynamics of how turns-at-talk are sequentially organized 
and distributed, and the characteristics of the delivery of those turns-at-talk. The 
former is achieved, firstly, through the identification of the participants through 
speaker tags. Here, some variation occurs across the original articles. The teacher 
is interchangeably identified with the speaker tags CO (for ‘coach’) and TE (for 
‘teacher’), while the partner is identified with the speaker tags AC (for ‘assistant 
coach) and PA (for ‘partner’)7. The students are identified with the speaker tags S1, 
S2, S3 etc. throughout all three original articles. Secondly, in keeping with the 
Jeffersonian transcription conventions, each line of spoken interaction in the 
transcripts represents a single turn-constructional unit (Sacks et al., 1974), thus 
enabling the analyst to more easily examine the sequentiality of actions. The CA 
transcription method also indicate in micro-detail overlapping talk, for example 
when it begins and ends. However, due to the institutional nature of the budo class, 
overlapping talk is exceedingly rare in the data. As for the latter goal of 
transcription, the capturing of the characteristics of the spoken turns, prior research 
has shown that any seemingly minute detail of talk can be treated as interactionally 
meaningful by the participants. Correspondingly, the words are transcribed as they 
are produced. This means that transcriptions may include prosodic aspects (e.g. the 
stretching or stressing of words, voice quality, changes in volume, pitch and pace), 
vocalizations (e.g. inhalation, exhalation, and laughter), and spaces and silences in 
talk. Finally, when necessary, English translations of the original Finnish turns-at-
talk are provided in the lines underneath the original turns. 

With the spoken turns included in the transcripts, the embodied conduct of the 
participants can be fitted to a “timeline” provided by the transcribed talk (ten Have, 
2007, p. 108; Luff & Heath, 2015). In the dissertation, this is done by loosely 
following Mondada’s method (2018) of marking the beginnings and ends of 
embodied conduct with specific symbols (unique to each participant), both in the 
line designed for talk, as well as in the line specifically dedicated for transcribing 
embodied conduct underneath the line for the spoken turn. Mondada’s method 
(2018) also provides a practical way of transcribing embodied actions that take 
place during longer silences, a common feature of budo demonstrations. In fact, 
some examples in the original articles feature no talk at all. In such instances, 

                                                        
7 This discrepancy is due to the researcher’s initial set of data, comprising of judo classes where the 
assistant teacher has been designated prior to the beginning of the class; as well as to the researcher’s 
initial plan to collect and include data from team sports featuring professional athletes and coaches. As 
the data set was extended, the focus shifted more or less exclusively to amateur level budo sports. 
Consequently, ‘teacher’ and ‘partner’ seemed more appropriate terms for describing the participants. 
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embodied conduct is presented with images comprising of multiple frames 
organized and numbered in a way which reflects the temporal unfolding of 
embodied conduct. With a few exceptions (related to pointing gestures), this 
dissertation has omitted the practice of separately transcribing the preparation, 
maintaining and retraction phases (Kendon, 2004) of the embodied actions. The 
decision to exclude the aforementioned phases from the transcripts was made for 
two reasons. Firstly, the omission was done to avoid risk of confusion as Article I 
discusses ‘phases’ in relation to the overall structural organization of budo class 
and Article II in relation to the structure of the demonstrated technique. Secondly, 
and more importantly, defining a preparation, apex and retraction phase for a full-
body movement involving two people is not only challenging, but also untenable 
in the context of the budo demonstration. While a judo throw, for instance, may be 
thought to have an ‘apex’ (e.g. the moment when the opponent is thrown to the 
tatami) the same cannot necessarily be said of a complex BJJ maneouver aimed at 
acquiring a better position or an aikido kata comprising of successive attacks and 
counter-attacks. Aikido practitioners in particular might object to the idea of 
establishing a culmination point, an apex, for what can be described as a ‘living’ 
and evolving moment of embodied interaction. To do so would certainly require 
both extensive pragmatic knowledge and a deeper understanding of the 
fundamental philosophy of aikido from the researcher. The transcripts therefore 
strive to present a neutral perspective of the individual movements by recording 
when the movement begins and when it ends. To assist the reader in discerning 
changes in, and details of, the movements, the line for transcribing embodied 
conduct does at times include more explicit descriptions than what may typically 
be expected from this method of transcription.  

Finally, images are included in the transcripts, in the form of screen shots, to 
provide a visualization of the embodied actions at moments of specific analytic 
interest. The exact moment of these screen shots is marked in the transcripts and 
they may feature additional markings (e.g. arrows for indicating the direction of 
movement) to assist in discerning the relevant, often minute, movements of the 
body. Image 1 below is an illustration of the transcriptions utilized in this 
dissertation. 
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Image 1: Transcription Excerpt. 

Image 1 is an excerpt from a transcript included in section 4.4. Line 26 represents 
the original Finnish spoken turn-at-talk, while line 26 is the English translation. 
Line 28 includes the embodied conduct of the teacher, who in this short excerpt is 
seen taking hold of his partner and picking him across his shoulders. This embodied 
action begins during the word ‘päkiät’, as indicated by the hash-symbol (#), and 
takes place across multiple lines, a fact which is presented with the arrow symbols 
( --> ) at the end of line 28. Line 29 shows that there is a 3.2-second pause between 
the spoken turn on line 26 and what would be the next spoken turn on line 31. While 
no spoken actions occur during this silence, line 30 shows that the teacher 
completes the lift 0.7 seconds after completing his turn-at-talk and that he maintains 
this position past the 2.5 seconds included in the excerpt. The two screen shots (fig9 
and fig10) are taken during the lift and right after the teacher halts his position 
respectively, their timing marked on lines 26 and 29. 
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3 Methodological and theoretical frameworks 
This dissertation utilizes multimodal conversation analysis (henceforth CA) as a 
method to uncover the micro-level details of instructional demonstrations. 
Multimodal conversation analysis, whether it is understood as a research method, 
or a more comprehensive model for discerning the orderliness of everyday social 
interactions, draws from multiple research traditions, such as interactional 
linguistics, psycholinguistics, gesture studies, but most notably from Harvey 
Sacks’s conversation analytic method, which in turn emerged from the works of 
Erving Goffman and Harold Garfinkel. This chapter, firstly, introduces the 
sociological heritage upon which CA is based (section 3.1), the fundamental 
concepts and research methods of CA, as well as the specific nature of institutional 
(section 3.2.1) and multimodal (section 3.2.2) interaction in relation to conversation 
analytic research. Secondly, the chapter seeks to situate the present dissertation 
within the particular focus area of instructional demonstrations (section 3.3).  

3.1 The Sociological background of conversation analysis  

Conversation analysis has its roots in the 1950s and 1960s and the works of two 
notable social scientists, Erving Goffman and Harold Garfinkel. Both scholars 
sought to bring order in to a domain that was traditionally considered too chaotic 
to be worthy of extensive and systematic sociological inquiry: everyday life and 
interaction. Goffman (e.g. 1955, 1959, 1963, 1983) introduced the idea of 
interaction as a separate sphere of research for sociologists. Prior to his work, 
interaction had been treated as a reflection of prevailing social conditions, and 
consequently, the study of interaction was seen as a means to an end, one way of 
examining a variety of sociological phenomena. Goffman examined the ritualized 
ways, the ‘interaction order’, in which people ‘perform’ the social self in a variety 
of everyday interactions. These performings, he argued, are done to influence the 
ways in which others orient to us. To Goffman, everyday life is fraught with 
interactional events where the individual performer’s identity is established in 
relation to the environment and the audience. Particularly central to this dissertation 
is Goffman’s theory on ‘participation framework’ (Goffman, 1981), an idea which 
would later be further developed by Charles Goodwin (e.g. 1984, 1986, 2003, 2007). 
As Goodwin & Goodwin (2004, p. 223) argue, Goffman saw interaction as more 
than a simple exchange between a speaker and a hearer. Participation framework 
represents the participant statuses of the interactants in relation to the produced 
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utterance within the structured social encounter. The speaker animates other parties 
in interaction within their talk (Goodwin & Goodwin, 2004, p. 222), and interaction 
is always shaped by the co-participants. As Goffman became more interested in the 
importance of language in everyday social interaction (e.g. Goffman, 1981), he 
identified ‘system’ and ‘ritual’ properties of talk as the two modes of interaction 
order. By ‘system properties’ Goffman means the practicalities related to the 
intelligibility of interaction, such as turn-taking. Ritual properties, in turn, are 
related to various ‘ceremonial’ aspects of interaction, such as politeness, and the 
saving of ’face’. It is important to note that for Goffman, the distinction between 
the two modes of interaction order was clear. As Schegloff (1988, p. 97) points out, 
Goffman was mainly interested in the ritual aspects of interaction and saw the 
systemic features of language as somehow inherently “given”. Rather than seeing 
language and interaction as the shaping and perpetuating forces behind social 
encounters and institutions, Goffman saw in them reflections of the individual 
striving to perform the social self within the society and its structures. Ultimately, 
Goffman’s greatest contribution to the study of interaction is the establishment of 
interaction as something separate from the individual and the society – a 
phenomenon worth studying in its own right. 

Contemporaneously with Goffman, Harold Garfinkel developed his 
ethnomethodological approach (Garfinkel, 1967; Heritage, 1984) to social 
interaction as an argument against the pre-dominant top-down, functionalist 
understanding of social interaction, which, as Hutchby and Wooffit (1998, p. 30) 
state, saw the society influencing individual interactions by forcing the participants 
to display internalized societal norms and values (which, as Goffman might argue, 
are realized as the ritualized properties of language). While the functionalist 
approach considered everyday interaction as heavily influenced by the positive or 
negative reinforcements bestowed upon the participants by the prevailing social 
institutions (e.g. family, religion, educational system), Garfinkel saw interactions 
themselves as the foundation upon which such institutions are build. Through 
interactions people talk in to being a variety of hierarchical social structures and 
patterns of behavior. According to Garfinkel, individuals are both knowledgeable 
and capable of accounting for the interactional patterns they engage in. Garfinkel 
campaigned for the shifting of focus of sociological research from examining the 
(non-)internalization of given societal norms to exposing ‘ethno-methods’, the 
particular ways in which individuals account for their own and others’ actions. 
Through his famous “breaching experiments” Garfinkel (1956, 1963, 1967) was 
able to show that interactants share a mutual understanding of expected behaviour 
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in social conduct as well as a responsibility to maintain this reciprocal and 
intersubjective understanding of interaction. 

Both Goffman and Garfinkel saw interpersonal interaction at the heart of 
organizing social life and institutions, but they both lacked a systematic research 
approach for uncovering the regularities of it. As Hutchby & Wooffit (1988, p. 29) 
state, Goffman employed data in a largely illustrative way, choosing examples from 
a vast variety of contexts (ranging from novels and TV shows to overheard 
conversations), as best suited the argument he was building. Garfinkel, in turn, 
objected the idea of seeking objective findings regarding social interaction 
(Schegloff, 1988; Hutchby & Wooffit, 1998, p. 34), as this would muddle the 
fundamental principle of the individual’s interpretation and knowledgeability. It 
would fall upon Goffman’s student, Harvey Sacks, to produce a systematic, data-
driven and objective approach for examining the orderly properties of face-to-face 
interaction. 

3.2 Conversation analysis 

Conversation analysis was developed in the 1960s and the 1970s by Harvey Sacks, 
in collaboration with his colleagues, Emanuel A. Schegloff and Gail Jefferson. 
Sacks’s views were influenced by both Goffman and Garfinkel, who both saw 
regularities in the organization of everyday interactions, and both seemed to agree 
that language, talk in particular, might lie at the heart of uncovering these 
regularities. Schegloff and Sacks (1973, p.69) called for the development of a 
“naturalistic observational discipline that could deal with the details of social 
action(s) rigorously, empirically and formally”. The culmination of this 
development can be seen in the seminal paper on the organization of turn-taking 
(Sacks et al., 1974). The radical difference to prior sociological methods of 
examination (i.e. field notes and coding) introduced by CA is the empirical analysis 
of recordings of naturally occurring spoken interactions. 

Heritage (1984, p.243) classifies the conversation-analytic research method as 
qualitative and data-driven. What is meant by the latter is the reigning principle 
among CA practitioners of approaching the data unburdened by any 
presuppositions or pre-established theories through what Schegloff calls 
‘unmotivated viewings’ (Sacks, 1984; Schegloff, 1996a). Any observations on 
potential regularities or phenomena of interaction must ideally stem from repeated 
viewings of the data itself. This stands in stark contrast to Goffman’s illustrative 
but hand-picked examples, and Garfinkel’s staged breaching experiments. 
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However, as ten Have (2007) points out, entirely removing the researcher’s 
interests and expectations from the examination of the data is impossible. Therefore, 
it might be more suitable to talk of an ‘open-minded approach’ to data (ten Have, 
2007, p.121), meaning an approach where research interests may influence the 
viewing but the basic principles of CA structure it. A central part of the analysis 
process is the production of transcripts of the segments of interaction that are to be 
examined. The transcription process is not done merely for the purpose of 
presenting the data. As Hutchby & Wooffit (1998, p. 73–75) argue, transcribing is 
an integral part of the analysis which forces the analyst to become intimately 
acquainted with the recordings. The particular methods of transcription employed 
in this dissertation are discussed in section 2.2. 

Another important aspect of the conversation-analytic method is the focus on 
naturally occurring interactions, interactions which would have taken place even 
without the recording. By examining interaction in its “natural environment”, the 
researcher can draw evidence from within the data. This is due to one of the most 
fundamental findings of Sacks and his colleagues: talk-in-interaction is structurally 
organized around a turn-taking procedure (Sacks et al. 1974). Sacks and his 
colleagues show that turns-at-talk do not simply come one after another, but that 
they draw their meaning from their sequantiality – they are context-sensitive. Each 
turn seeks to accomplish a ‘social action’ (i.e. request, question, directive, offer, 
insult, etc.) and these social actions are shown to be realized by the conduct of the 
next speaker. This ‘next-turn proof procedure’ shows how participants themselves 
analyze the on-going production of talk, and it forms an important connection to 
Garfinkel’s ideas of the individual participant’s knowledgeability of interaction. CA 
seeks to find out which patterns of interactional behavior the participants 
themselves treat as meaningful through their own actions. As Sacks et al. (1974) 
show, the structural organization of talk-in-interaction is also context-free, meaning 
that the interactional resources available to conversationalists are not limited to 
particular contexts. Hutchby & Wooffitt (1998, p. 35-36) argue that the 

aim of conversation analysis […] is to explicate the structural organization of 
talk-in-interaction at this interface between context-free resources and their 
context-sensitive applications. 

These explications would eventually provide a wealth of research on the 
conversational “machinery” (Mondada, 2013a, p.1) that is based on sequentiality 
and turn-taking. Some of the most well-established cogs in this machinery include 
concepts such as ‘recipient design’, ‘adjacency pair’, ‘preference organization’ and 
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‘repair’. These concepts illustrate the various ways in which conversationalists 
design, order, and (re)allocate their turns-at-talk and, subsequently, social actions 
to preserve or re-secure ‘intersubjective understanding’ (Schegloff, 1992). 
Recipient design (Sacks et al., 1974; Sacks, 1992) refers to the way turns are 
designed based on the level of assumed mutual knowledge between the speaker and 
the recipient regarding the talked-about objects. Adjacency pairs (e.g. Schegloff, 
1984, 2007; Schegloff & Sacks, 1973; Heritage & Sorjonen, 1994) are actions that 
occur routinely as responsive pairs in sequences, as illustrated by questions 
typically followed by answers. Preference organization (e.g. Levinson, 1983; 
Pomerantz, 1984; Sacks, 1987) shows that certain actions are preferred in particular 
points in the conversational sequence, and that the design of the turns aimed at 
fulfilling these actions differs from dispreferred ones – i.e. responding in agreement 
with the prior turn is done in a more straightforward manner than responding in 
disagreement. Finally, repair organization provides evidence that participants in 
interaction treat intersubjectivity as a priority, as they halt on-going activities to 
address issues of hearing or speaking (e.g. Jefferson, 1972; Schegloff et al. 1977).  

It is important to remember that the pioneering discoveries discussed above 
were already familiar to the interactants themselves, but not available for 
systematic empirical scrutiny until the analysts asked the fundamental question in 
CA:” why that now?” (Schegloff & Sacks, 1973). It is crucial to remember that this 
question pertains both to the analysts’ and the participants’ interpretations of the 
interaction events. Members in interaction are constantly engaged in interpreting 
their co-participants conduct and assigning social meaning to their spoken or 
embodied turns. The participants themselves seek to discover why a particular turn 
is produced when it is produced, and why it is produced in a particular way. It can, 
therefore, be argued — very much in the spirit of Garfinkel’s ethnomethdology— 
that the members in interaction are the primary analysts. The researcher can only 
attempt to answer these same questions by observing the members’ interpretations 
and subsequent conduct. In order to be able to answer these questions in the 
particular context of budo instruction, it is also necessary to examine two specific 
fields of research within CA: institutional settings and multimodal interactions. 

3.2.1 Institutional interaction 

Early conversation analytic research focused on ‘ordinary conversation’, which 
Heritage (1998, p.2) defines as “forms of interaction that are not confined to 
specialized settings or to the execution of particular tasks”. However, it soon 
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became clear that particular contexts of interaction, typically related to professional 
and institutional settings (Drew & Heritage, 1992), seemed to somehow restrict, or 
at least define, the sequence organization of talk-in-interaction and the overall goals 
of the participants (Heritage, 1998). Drew & Heritage (1992) argue that the 
influence of the institutional context on interaction can potentially be observed on 
“six domains of interactional phenomena”, these being: turn-taking organization; 
overall structural organization of the interaction; sequence organization; turn 
design; lexical choice; epistemological and other forms of asymmetry. 

The budo practice session is an institutional setting, and, consequently, the 
interactions between the participants reflect this on all of the above-mentioned 
domains. The deontic and epistemic asymmetry between the teacher and the 
students, and the task-oriented nature of the budo class is reflected in both the 
design and allocation of turns. Heritage & Greatbatch (1991) define two types of 
institutions: formal and non-formal. The data examined for this dissertation would 
seem to place the budo practice sessions somewhere between the two. Interactions 
in formal institutional contexts are defined by the strict management of turn-taking. 
Atkinson & Drew (1979) furthermore argue that in formal settings, the types of 
turns that participants can make are pre-allocated according to their institutional 
role. Formal institutions feature such contexts as the traditional teacher-led 
classroom, various interview formats, and ceremonies. In non-formal institutional 
contexts, such as doctor’s appointments, counselling sessions, and service 
encounters (Hutchby & Wooffit, 1998, p.148) the participants’ turns are not pre-
allocated, nor are they pre-designed. Nonetheless, the institutional nature of the 
contexts becomes clear through the overall structural design of the interaction. This 
is reflected in the way interactions in these settings are designed around clearly 
discernible phases (e.g. Robinson & Stivers, 2001; Modaff, 2003; Depperman et 
al., 2010; Reed, 2015). These phases are focused on particular tasks, and often 
feature variation in the design and allocation of turns. As an instructional setting, 
the budo class shares certain features with the traditional teacher-led classroom, 
where, as previous research shows, the interaction is characterized by the teacher 
doing most of the talking, and when relevant, allocating turns to the students 
(McHoul, 1978; Mehan, 1979; Kääntä, 2010). Furthermore, certain aspects of budo 
training and teaching are characterized by what can only be described as highly 
ritualized forms of interaction, an immediately obvious example being the bow 
which precedes all practice between two practitioners in judo and aikido. At the 
same time, the data examined for this dissertation shows the participants joking 
with each other, discussing non-budo-related topics and generally engaging in 
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activities not directly related to the institutional task at hand: the learning of budo. 
However, the time and place for such non-topical social actions are still regulated. 
For instance, the students are expected to remain quiet during the demonstration, 
while such non-topical banter can occur during the practice. It is important to note 
that the observations made in this dissertation regarding the institutionality of budo 
practice derive from a particular set of data. Depending on the budo club and the 
teacher, the interactions in the budo class can reflect highly formal or non-formal 
institutional features and traditions. 

It is clear that talk-in-interaction in institutional contexts is ‘context-sensitive’, 
but is it ‘context-free’ in the same way ordinary conversations are (Sacks et al., 
1974)? It is important to stress that CA does not see the interplay between the 
institutional context and the participants as a one-sided affair in which the rules and 
practices of the institution impose moral obligations (in Goffman’s terms) to act in 
particular way (Heritage, 1987; Heritage, 1998, p.2). Rather, these institutions are 
always maintained through interactions. Mondada (2013, p. 2) states that: 

Instead of starting with an a priori categorization of context which would act 
as a set of pre-existing constraints imposed on institutional interactions, CA 
considers that the context is created and maintained through the recurrent and 
pervasive interactional practices of the participants. 

Strictly speaking, it is therefore methodologically not tenable to say that the role of 
the researcher is to discover how particular institutional contexts influence 
interaction. Rather, the task is to show how exactly these contexts are embodied 
into being through the interaction. This does not mean that the context outside the 
interaction does not impose particular norms or imperatives on the interactants. 
However, it does mean that these imperatives are only made real and observable to 
the participants (and the researcher) through the participants’ own interactional 
conduct (Schegloff, 1991; Heritage, 1998, p. 4). This interactional conduct always 
follows certain guidelines that it shares with ‘ordinary conversations’. In other 
words, institutions are realized into being “within the evolving structures of talk” 
(Goodwin & Goodwin, 2004, p. 222). Along the same vein, Drew & Heritage (1992) 
describe ordinary conversation as the “master institution” and the variety of 
contextual, institutional interactions as its restricted, local variants. Institutional and 
professional contexts have also provided a valuable setting for researchers 
interested in examining the multimodal, embodied features of human interactions. 
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3.2.2 Multimodal interaction 

Pioneering research in CA focused specifically on talk-in-interaction, largely, as 
Sacks himself points out (1992, p. 622), out of necessity. Technological restrictions 
mainly allowed for the non-intrusive recording of spoken interaction, and many of 
the fundamental findings on turn-taking organization are based on observations 
made on phone calls. As Hutchby and Wooffitt (1998, p.14) state, the actual focus 
of CA is not the study of talk but “the interactional organization of social activities”. 
Very early on, CA scholars acknowledged that social activities can be organized via 
modalities beyond talk (e.g. Goodwin, 1979, 1981, 1984; M. Goodwin, 1980; 
Heath, 1984a; 1984b; Schegloff, 1984). It could be argued that for a while, however, 
talk was considered the primary modality of face-to-face interaction. With the 
increased availability of video-recorded data and video-based methodologies, the 
modern academic consensus seemed to shift towards the notion of considering 
interaction as ‘multimodal’ or ‘embodied’. It would seem that this consensus was 
reached around the first decade of the 21st century, a critical moment in time which 
is characterized by a marked increase of scholarly attention to the multimodality of 
naturally-occurring interactions, a phenomenon which has been dubbed the 
‘embodied’ (Nevile, 2015) or ‘visual turn’ (Mondada, 2013b) of interaction 
research.  

What does multimodality entail in relation to social actions? The work of 
Lorenza Mondada, in particular, provides an exhaustive examination of the ways 
in which participants employ multiple modalities to achieve shared understanding. 
Mondada (2018, p.86) argues that multimodality 

includes all relevant resources that are mobilized by participants to build and 
interpret the public intelligibility and accountability of their situated action 
[…]. 

She goes on to remind us that linguistic and embodied resources should be treated 
in principle as equally important modalities of interaction (p. 86–87). While 
prioritization of certain modalities does occur across contexts, it is impossible to 
determine a priori which modalities will be emphasized without examining the 
context of the activity and its ‘ecology’ (Mondada, 2016, p.341) or, in Goodwin’s 
(2000) terms, its ‘contextual configuration’. A fine example of this is the relatively 
recent approach of examining the relationship between embodiment and grammar, 
an aspect of interaction which is traditionally considered to be dominated by verbal 
resources. In this domain, the work of Leelo Keevallik (2013a; 2013b; and most 
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notably 2018) has shown that the body is not a mere deictic complement to spoken 
language, but in certain settings, e.g. during instructional activities, it is the body 
that can shape and define syntactic structures, as also illustrated by Article III. 

As Mondada (2016) argues, any detail or modality available in the context can 
be utilized as a resource of social interaction. Consequently, recent years have seen 
an increase of studies focusing on modalities beyond talk, and their effect on the 
organization of turn-taking, actions, and sequences. Studies on individual 
modalities and their effect on the organization of turn-taking and social actions have 
been conducted on topics such as phonetics and prosody (e.g Auer, 1996; Local & 
Walker 2004; Szczepek Reed, 2004), gaze and gaze direction (e.g. Lerner, 2003; 
Haddington, 2006), facial expressions (e.g. Streeck & Knapp, 1992; Bavelas & 
Chovil, 1997,2006; Peräkylä & Ruusuvuori, 2009,), gestures (e.g. Heath, 1992; 
Mondada, 2007; Nevile, 2007; Kendon, 2004, 2008), the movement and 
positioning of the body in space (e.g. Kendon, 1990a; Schegloff, 1998; Haddington 
et al. 2013; De Stefani & Mondada, 2018). As Mondada (2016, p.360) argues, this 
kind of re-examination of established systematics of interactions through the 
multimodal, or multisensorial (Mondada, 2019), lens aligns with the original goal 
of the ethnomethodological and conversation analytical approaches: the study of 
social actions. As researchers began to examine new modalities for accomplishing 
social actions, Goffman’s notions on participation were revisited by Charles 
Goodwin. Goodwin (e.g. 1984, 1986, 2003, 2007) saw participation as a constant, 
co-operative (see Goodwin, 2018), and multimodal process between participants in 
interaction. The participation framework, a central concept in Article I, is a 
representation of the participants, their institutional roles and responsibilites, and 
the modalities they employ to maintain the interaction event and intersubjective 
understanding. 

Multimodality presents its own challenges for the analyst (Mondada, 2016, 
2018), often related to the simultaneous temporalities and sequences (Mondada, 
2016, p.361) which are enabled through the use of multiple modalities. However, 
disregarding the implications that non-linguistic resources present can skew the 
analysis towards a ‘logocentric’ view of language and social actions (Mondada, 
2016 p. 340). As Nevile (2015, p.141) argues, interacting in the material world 
inevitably means that ”[…] all interaction is embodied, all actions are embodied, 
and all turns are embodied turns.” 

The original articles that comprise this dissertation support this view. Article I 
shows how the ‘social and spatial arrangements’ (De Stefani & Mondada, 2018) 
characteristic to the budo demonstrations are established through embodied means. 
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Article II shows how recipient design is reflected in the linguistic and embodied 
conduct of the teacher, and how the teacher annotates and supports the showing of 
a budo technique (Clark & Gerrig, 1990, p.768) through multiple modalities. 
Finally, Article III discusses the multimodal ways in which the teacher guides their 
partner while exemplifying a technique, and how the teacher’s embodied conduct 
can create the affordances for the partner to influence the instruction. What is 
common to all three articles is the notion of talk and body being utilized in an 
illustrative and educational way to achieve a multimodal and collaborative 
accomplishment – a demonstration. 

3.3 On the nature of demonstrations 

A cursory glance at the concept of ‘demonstration’ would seem to place it 
somewhere in the vague domain of ‘showing something to someone’ Certainly, it 
is easy to imagine demonstrations done to illustrate an object, event, or even an 
abstract concept to someone who is perceived to not be equally familiar with it. The 
size of an elephant can be drawn out with the hands while telling a bedtime story 
to a child, an enthusiastic co-worker may illustrate the knockout punch from last-
night’s boxing match during a coffee break, or a ballet dancer may attempt to 
embody the feelings of fear or awe in their choreography. In all of the above 
hypothetical examples, something, either imaginary or real, is shown to co-
participants in interaction. But are they demonstrations? 

Goffman (1986) classifies demonstrations as ‘technical redoings’, which in 
turn he introduces as one form of ‘keying’. By keyings, Goffman refers to all 
activities that are done to imitate or illustrate “actual, untransformed activities” 
(p.81) or, as he calls them: ‘primary frameworks’ (p.21–39). Keyings include a 
wide variety of concepts ranging from playfulness and daydreaming to practicing, 
demonstrating and documenting (p. 40–76). What is common to all forms of keying 
is that they are transformations of actual natural or social activities, not perfect 
copies of them. Clark & Gerrig (1990, p. 766), similarly, discuss demonstrations as 
part of “a family of non-serious actions” that resemble the depicted original action, 
but only to a certain extent. As a practical example, a judoka practicing a throw 
might in fact be imitating a competitive situation, a judo match, which in itself, in 
Goffman’s terms, can be seen as a keying for the primary framework of Japanese 
feudal warfare. Goffman defines demonstrations in particular as 



41 

performances of a tasklike activity out of its usual functional context in order 
to allow someone who is not the performer to obtain a close picture of the doing 
of the activity. (p. 66) 

Here, an important distinction can be made between ‘practicing’ and 
‘demonstrating’, the two primary activities encountered in the budo class. 
Practicing allows the performer to “obtain a close picture of the doing of the 
activity”, while demonstrating is always targeted at the co-participants.  

Why, then, might someone be provided with a “close picture of the doing of 
the activity”? Goffman (1986) goes on to provide a hint: 

[…] a demonstration provides an ideal running through of an activity for 
learning or evidential purposes […] (p. 68–69). 

In other words, two pragmatic contexts for demonstrating can be discerned: 
demonstrations either teach something, or they provide evidence of something. 
However, differentiating between the two can be difficult. One potentially effective 
way of doing so is to examine the sequential organization of the demonstration. 
Here again Goffman provides a clue: discussing the concepts of ‘practicing’ and 
‘demonstrating’ in a learning context, he states that 

[…] the two types of redoings are often employed together, as when a teacher 
provides a demonstration and student replies with a practice trial. (p. 68) 

Indeed, as discussed in Article I, and mentioned by Schindler (2017), the activity 
frameworks of practicing and demonstrating tend to follow each other closely in 
budo teaching. This observation seems to hold true on a sequence-organizational 
level as well. Stukenbrock (2014, p. 81) states that instructions, which, as she 
argues, are often organized as embodied demonstrations, create the relevance for a 
complying action, thus forming an ‘adjacency pair’ (Schegloff & Sacks, 1973) of 
instructing and instructed actions. Quite often instructional demonstrations create 
relevance for the instructed party to illustrate their learning at a future point. 
Whether this demonstration of a newly-acquired skill is expected to directly follow 
the instruction, or occur at a later time, depends on the context. Lindwall & Ekström 
(2012) and Mondada (2014b) examine a context in which the instructing and the 
instructed action are sequentially consecutive. Keevallik’s studies on dance 
instruction (e.g. 2014a, 2014b; Broth & Keevallik, 2014), by comparison present a 
context in which the instructed action is expected to be produced after the teaching 
sequence is brought to a close. This preliminary definition of the instructional 
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demonstration leads one to assume that evidential demonstrations, by contrast, do 
not necessarily carry with them an inherent relevance for an imitating response 
from the co-participants. 

While the budo demonstrations discussed in this dissertation unquestionably 
fall under the category of instructional demonstrations, a brief examination of 
evidential demonstrations is perhaps called for, as the difference may not always 
be distinguishable. After all, an evidential demonstration might unintentionally 
teach something, and an instructional demonstration might provide evidence of 
something (i.e. the demonstrator’s skill level). Evidential demonstrations are 
primarily done to illustrate the demonstrator’s epistemic status (see e.g. Heritage, 
2013; 2012) regarding the demonstrated subject. As Enfield (2013, p. 59) discusses, 
there is a clear distinction between claiming to know something, and actually 
demonstrating the said knowledge. One context in which displays of epistemic 
status are pervasive is face-to-face spoken interaction. As Nuckolls & Michael 
(2012, p. 184) discuss, ‘evidentials’ fulfil multiple functions in everyday interaction. 
In the context of spoken interaction, demonstrations of knowledge have been 
examined by, for instance, Vatanen (2018; 2014) and Sidnell (2012). Such 
demonstrations are typically done to signal understanding of, and affiliation 
(Stivers, 2008) with the prior speaker. Regardless of the context and the reason 
behind them, evidential demonstrations are done to illustrate that the demonstrator 
has personal knowledge regarding the demonstrated subject. The demonstrator 
does not, however, expect that the other co-participants necessarily adopt or 
embrace the knowledge in the way that is expected of them in instructional 
demonstrations. 

One final consideration regarding the demonstration in general is its modality. 
Goffman (1986) does not specify how exactly demonstrations are produced, but 
rather generally speaks of ‘showing’ in a variety of contexts, such as a salesman 
showing how a vacuum cleaner works, or a nurse showing how to wash a baby (p. 
66). This verb ‘show’, with its visual connotations, does, however, seem to suggest 
a predominance of a particular modality, movement of the body. While certainly 
demonstrations employing a single modality (such as talk, as in the case of the 
‘evidentials’ discussed in the previous paragraph) exist, it is probably safe to say 
that demonstrations tend to include some form of a multimodal representation of 
the demonstrated subject. As mentioned earlier, demonstrations are never perfect 
copies of the “original” doing of the activity. Goffman, (1986, p. 67), however, 
states that 
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[a]lthough the demonstrating of something can be radically different from the 
doing of that something, there is still some carry-over – especially if “real” 
equipment is used […]. 

It is this “carry-over” that defines the primary modality of the demonstration. The 
demonstration has to be understood as a depiction of a particular referent (Clark & 
Gerrig, 1990, p. 768) by the co-participants, and therefore must, to some extent, 
also imitate its modality. Budo demonstrations are therefore primarily embodied 
accomplishments, while demonstrating a segment of the president’s speech would 
most likely be a verbal project. As Clark & Gerrig (1990) show, demonstrations 
also feature aspects that do not serve a depictive purpose. These ‘supportive’ or 
‘annotative’ aspects (p. 768) can feature additional modalities, typically speech, but 
do not constitute the ‘demonstration proper’ (p. 769), meaning that they are not a 
feature of the original referent. They are aspects that are included in the 
demonstration to help the co-participants to identify the depictive aspects. For 
instance, an aikido teacher might talk while demonstrating a technique, but it is 
commonly understood by the observing students that the actual performance of the 
technique does not feature talk. Section 3.3.2 discusses supportive and annotative 
aspects of budo demonstrations in more detail. Suffice it to say that for the purposes 
of this dissertation, ‘demonstrations’ are understood as primarily embodied 
performances. 

3.3.1 Demonstrations in the context of instructing physical skills 

As the demonstrations in the budo class are primarily done in order to teach the 
onlooking students the demonstrated technique, rather than simply show it, it is 
beneficial to examine the nature of teaching physical skills. The first thing to note 
is that a skilled performance of a physical action can obscure the practices through 
which it is achieved (Evans & Reynolds, 2016, p. 526; Byrne, 2006, p. 478). For 
this reason, simply performing the instructed action may not facilitate learning. 
‘Instruction’ (Garfinkel, 2002) is the process through which the practices of skilled 
action are made visible (Lindwall & Lymer, 2014). Instructions are designed for 
walking a co-participant through a particular task, and as such, they are not always 
necessarily related to explicitly pedagogical contexts (see e.g. Mondada, 2014b; 
2009). Regardless of the context, they are provided, in Keevallik’s terms, to give 
“[…] guidelines to somebody else on how to behave in his/her body” (2010, p. 402). 
While the goal may be to influence the bodily behaviour of the recipients, the 
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instructions themselves can be provided in a variety of modalities such as printed 
manuals and maps (Garfinkel, 2002, pp. 197–218) and spoken language (De Stefani 
& Gazin, 2014). However, as Stukenbrock (2014) observes, in contexts of teaching 
physical skills, instructions are often delivered via bodily demonstrations. This 
visual and performative delivery of instructions through demonstrations is based 
on making particular actions or environmental details explicitly observable 
(Lindwall & Lymer, 2014; Mondada, 2011; Sanchez Svensson et al., 2009; 
Goodwin, 1994) to the on-lookers. 

It could be argued that instructional demonstrations of physical skills could be 
further classified as 1) reenactive demonstrations and 2) demonstrations of “new” 
topics. In reenactive demonstrations, or ‘reenactments’, the demonstrator illustrates 
something that they, or someone, else had done prior. Such demonstrations are often 
related to corrective sequences, interactional events in which a more skilled 
participant refers to a flawed performance by a less-skilled participant and, 
typically, provides instructions on how to improve said performance. Often, both 
the flawed performance and the desired outcome are presented through embodied 
demonstrations. Such corrective sequences have been examined in a variety of 
contexts by Evans & Reynolds (2016), Hindmarsh et al. (2014), Keevallik (2010), 
Lindwall & Ekström (2012). Keevallik (2010) in particular provides a very detailed 
analysis of what she calls ‘bodily quoting’, a tool which dance instructors use to 
make the flawed performance available for public scrutiny and correction. However, 
reenactive demonstrations are not limited to corrective sequences. The instructor 
might equally well reenact a particularly successful performance as an exemplary 
case. As a general definition it could be argued that 

[…] reenactments show rather than tell their recipients about the reported 
scene. Instead of providing a description, reenactments provide visual access, 
albeit in a “quoted” analytical way, to the prior actions enacted by the 
reenactor. (Evans & Reynolds, 2016, p. 528) 

The other group of instructional demonstrations include situations where the 
instructor produces a “new” topic. What is meant by this is that the demonstration 
is not framed explicitly as a reenactment of a prior event, but rather as a new topic. 
The demonstration may very well be inspired by something done by one of the 
participants, but it is not explicitly revisited in the demonstration. For instance, a 
judo teacher may notice that the students are not crouching low enough when 
executing a throw, and rather than reenacting the flawed performance, the instructor 
might simply demonstrate the correct way of performing the throw. The importance 
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of embodied demonstrations in instructional settings has been explored in the 
contexts of dance instruction (Keevallik, 2015, 2014a, 2013b, 2010), dentist 
training (Hindmarsh et al., 2014; Lindwall & Lymer, 2014); archeological 
excavations (Goodwin, 2003), violin lessons (Nishizaka, 2006), cooking 
instructions (Stukenbrock, 2014) to name just a few. With the exception of 
Keevallik’s studies on dance instruction, it could, however, be argued that in the 
abovementioned contexts the demonstrations are typically examined as bilateral 
exchanges between the teacher and the student(s). The demonstration has either 
been seen as a solo performance given by the teacher to the student(s) – a 
demonstration which, granted, is shaped reciprocally within the ‘ecology’ 
(Mondada, 2016, p. 341) of the context, or as a “private” exchange of instructions 
and instructed actions between two participants. This dissertation seeks to 
contribute to this body of research, by examining instructional demonstrations in a 
more complex participatory configuration, a triad comprised of the teacher, their 
partner, and the observing students. As Keevallik’s (2013b, p. 11–13) findings 
already seem to suggest, introducing a second teacher to the participation 
framework of embodied demonstration provides new interactional and instructional 
resources. This dissertation exposes these resources of collaborative and embodied 
teaching by focusing on the specific context of the budo class. 

3.3.2 The features of budo demonstrations 

Having examined the general features of demonstrations, it is possible to attempt 
to define the specific features of the types of budo demonstrations examined in this 
dissertation. Firstly, the demonstrations examined are primarily instructional. They 
are produced in order to teach the onlooking students various budo techniques. 
However, not all demonstrations are instructional in budo and it may be prudent to 
briefly discuss these. A variety of specialized budo contexts might be thought to 
feature evidential demonstrations. For instance, the concept of a “martial arts 
demonstration” is commonly used to refer to a performance where an audience is 
presented with a skilled choreography of budo techniques and acrobatics. The 
primary purpose of this type of performance is first and foremost to entertain, and 
sometimes also to promote that particular sport (and the organizing club). In 
Goffman’s terms, rather than calling this a demonstration, it might be appropriate 
to call it a ‘performance’ (1986, p. 124–125). Another specific context for budo 
demonstrations is the grade exam, an event where experienced practitioner(s) 
observe the students perform the techniques they have been taught. The object is to 
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demonstrate enough skill to acquire the next grade and, typically, to gain the right 
to wear a higher color belt. The conduct of the participants in these exams is often 
ritualized, and calling them a mixture of ‘performances’ and ‘ceremonials’ 
(Goffman, 1986, p. 58) would perhaps be justified to some extent. Providing 
evidence that the demonstrations examined in this thesis are first and foremost 
instructional is the overall organization of the activities encountered in the class. 
Typically, a demonstration sequence is followed by a practice sequence during 
which the demonstrated technique is expected to be imitated by the students. The 
transitions between the two activity frameworks constitutes the central focus of 
Article I. 

Secondly, the demonstrations examined in this dissertation are inherently 
embodied. Stukenbrock (2014, p. 80) argues that: 

[…] in cases, where the instruction concerns a bodily practice, i.e. some kind 
of activity which requires special motor skills […] bodily practices moreover 
constitute the object of communication, demonstration, and assessment. 

In teaching budo, the body is both the taught subject matter and the primary tool of 
instruction. This does not mean that talk is not a central for the instruction. In fact, 
as for example Keevallik (2018; 2014a; 2013a; 2013b), Lindwall & Ekström (2012), 
and Stukenbrock (2014) have shown, talk and embodied displays in instructional 
interaction are not only employed together, they are often intertwined in a way in 
which omitting one modality would erode the whole message. Quite often 
instructive budo demonstrations include utterances that have been varyingly called 
‘multimodal utterances’ (Goodwin, 2006), ‘composite utterances’ (Enfield, 2009), 
‘hybrid-constructions’ (Mori & Hayashi, 2006) and ‘syntactic-bodily units’ 
(Keevallik, 2013b). This is especially evident in deictic expressions, which, as 
Keevallik (2013a) and Lindwall & Ekström (2012) show, are considered 
semantically incomplete without an indexical and contextual solution.  

What functions do the two modalities of talk and body movement serve in the 
budo demonstration? In Clark & Gerrig’s (1990) terms, the ‘depictive’ aspects of 
the budo demonstration, the imitations of the original referent (i.e. an ideal judo 
throw), are accomplished through embodied means, but the ‘supportive’ and 
‘annotative’ aspects can feature other modalities. Two central phenomena in Article 
II, ‘parsing’ and the ‘return-practice’ could be classified as supportive aspects of 
the demonstration. They are essentially modifications to the performance of the 
technique, done in order to allow the teacher to both move between the various 
phases of the technique, and to make these phases salient to the students. The 
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central focus of Article III, the various modalities employed in guiding the partner 
during demonstrations, whether verbal or non-verbal, can also be classified as 
supporting the actual depiction of the technique. The role of spoken language in 
budo demonstrations is largely annotative, produced, as Clark & Gerrig (1990, p. 
768–769) argue, as commentary to the ‘demonstration proper’. The body is used to 
provide the actual depiction of the technique, while other modalities serve to bolster 
this depiction. While talk and bodily displays are intertwined in instructional 
demonstrations, the data examined in this thesis suggests that it is entirely possible 
to conduct budo demonstrations without uttering a single word. Article III features 
examples from aikido instruction where the teacher not only demonstrates 
techniques to the observing students, but also manages to correct the performance 
of his partner and guide them through the demonstration entirely through embodied 
modalities. By comparison, the entirety of the data examined, 22 hours altogether, 
does not feature a single instance of the teacher instructing a technique solely 
through verbal means. The old literary maxim of ‘show, don’t tell’ seems 
particularly apt for budo demonstrations. 

Thirdly, the demonstrations examined in this thesis are collaborative by nature. 
This becomes evident on two levels. First of all, since they are what Lindwall & 
Ekström (2012, p. 29) call ‘whole class demonstrations’, they require the attention 
of every student present in the class. During the practice phase, the teacher may 
move around in the class and provide individualized instructions for the students, 
which often do include “private” demonstrations, but in order to teach a technique 
collectively, the entire class is brought together to observe the demonstration, which 
requires certain amount of collaborative effort. As shown by Mondada (2009b), the 
first step in any new interaction is establishing a joint ‘interactional space’, which 
ensures mutual visual access (see e.g. Evans, 2013) to, and as Nevile (2007) might 
argue ‘witnessability’ of, the teaching. As Article I and Broth & Keevallik (2014) 
show, this process involves all of the participants. Demonstrations are made 
possible by the teacher actively monitoring the students’ embodied conduct for their 
availability for teaching. Second, the intersubjective nature (Schegloff, 1992) of the 
demonstrations themselves is evident. The supportive and annotative aspects (Clark 
& Gerrig, 1990) of these demonstrations clearly reflect recipient design (Sacks et 
al., 1974). The ‘phase-clarifying actions’ discussed in Article II are prime examples 
of this, as they are annotative tools that are specifically tailored to assist the students 
in discerning the most relevant details of the demonstrated technique. Without a 
doubt the most explicit evidence for the collaborative nature of the demonstrations 
examined in this dissertation, however, is the fact that the teacher performs them 
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together with a partner. Budo techniques are always applied to an opponent, so 
demonstrating them naturally requires a partner. The budo teacher not only has to 
perform the technique correctly themselves, they also have to guide their partner 
during the demonstration so that they too play their part correctly. As discussed in 
Article III, simply stating that the teacher provides ‘directives’ (e.g. Craven & 
Potter, 2010) to the partner, is not sufficient. In many cases, the partner acts 
independently to provide pedagogical content to the demonstration. 

In summary, then, it can be concluded that the types of demonstrations 
examined in this dissertation are instructional and embodied displays conducted in 
close collaboration by two people for the entire class, and made possible by the 
embodied conduct of both the teachers and the students. Section 4 discusses in more 
detail how exactly these demonstrations are initiated (Article I), how they can be 
modified to facilitate the students learning (Article II), and how they can be 
conducted in collaboration by two people (Article III). 
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4 Budo demonstrations as collaborative and 
embodied accomplishments 

This section presents, with the help of selected excerpts from the original examples8, 
the central findings of the original articles, on which this dissertation is based. 
Article I discusses the multimodal and collaborative establishment of the teaching 
phase, the part of the practice session where public instructional demonstrations are 
encountered. Article II illustrates how the demonstration itself is designed for the 
recipients in the way it is modified in situ to suit various instructional goals. Article 
III focuses on the interaction between the teacher and their partner in the 
demonstration and shows how multiple modalities can be used to simultaneously 
address the students and guide the partner. Section 4.4 constitutes a synthesis of the 
main themes discussed in the articles and presents an illustrative example of the 
structure and design of the budo demonstration, with the focus on the phenomena 
described in the three original articles. 

4.1 Article I: Transitioning from practicing to teaching in the budo 
class 

The first article illustrates how activity phase transitions (Broth & Keevallik, 2014; 
Modaff, 2003; Robinson & Stivers, 2001) between the practicing and the teaching 
phases are accomplished in the budo class. The article presents two central findings. 
Firstly, the teachers employ a variety of multimodal resources (Mondada, 2016, p. 
86) as ‘communicative moves’ (Enfield, 2009, p. 11) to advance the transition in a 
relatively rigid order. These communicative moves fulfil a supportive function in 
the demonstration as they establish the physical and temporal framework for the 
ensuing demonstration. Secondly, the timing and the progress of the transition is 
shown to be largely influenced by the embodied conduct of the students. The data, 
comprising of 8 hours of recordings from judo and BJJ practice sessions, are in 
English and Finnish. 

A brief terminological clarification is perhaps called for regarding the concept 
of ‘phase’. In Articles II and III, ‘phases’ refer to the segments of the individual 
demonstration made discernible through the teacher’s and the partner’s conduct, i.e. 

                                                        
8 The examples presented in sections 4.1 - 4.3 feature short excerpts of the examples discussed in the 
original articles. The reader is encouraged to refer to the original articles for more thorough 
representations of the contexts and phenomena. 
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taking hold of the opponent, off-balancing them and so forth. In Article I, the term 
‘phase’, however, refers to a macro-level phenomenon related to the overall 
structural organization of interaction in the budo class (Drew & Heritage, 1992) 
made discernible by changes in the participation frameworks (Goodwin, 1986; 
1984; 1997; 2007.) of the interactants. It is used more or less interchangeably with 
the concept of ‘activity framework’ (see e.g. Broth & Mondada, 2013) throughout 
the original article. In other words, the budo practice session includes teaching 
phases, which include demonstrations, which themselves comprise of clearly 
discernible phases. 

Interactions in institutional contexts tend to be organized around clearly 
defined and task-oriented phases (Modaff, 2003; Deppermann et al., 2010; Reed, 
2015). These phases are made distinguishable through the organization of the 
participants’ bodies and interactions within the local ecology of the interactional 
context. The focus of this dissertation, the embodied instructional demonstration, 
is typically encountered during the teaching phase of the budo class. Here, the 
teacher together with their partner introduces and illustrates the topic of the class, 
often a particular budo technique. The teaching phase is characterized by the 
teacher, the partner, and all of the students forming a shared participation 
framework. The teaching phase is followed by the practicing phase, where the 
students re-organize into pairs and practice the techniques that have been 
demonstrated. In this phase, the students form individual participation frameworks, 
while the teacher moves around the tatami, observing and engaging with the 
practicing students, thus temporarily joining their participation frameworks. These 
two phases alternate and follow each other temporally, and are connected by the 
transition phase, the structure and organization of which is the central focus of 
Article I. In particular, the article examines transitions from practicing to teaching, 
situations where a dispersed group of individual practicing pairs are brought 
together as a single large group to the center of the tatami to observe a 
demonstration. By comparison, Broth and Keevallik (2014) have examined how 
transitions are organized from observing the demonstration to practicing in the 
context of the dance class – how a single immobile group of students are organized 
into individual, mobile pairs. What the transitions in both instances seem to have 
in common is the emergent way in which they are organized. 

From the data, 31 instances of transitions from practicing to demonstrating 
were identified. Closer examination of these transition phases revealed a pattern, a 
particular sequence of communicative moves, employed by the teacher to advance 
the transition. This pattern was found in 25 transitions, both in judo and BJJ practice 
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sessions. This prototypical transition phase begins with the teacher visually 
monitoring the embodied conduct of the practicing students. This spatio-temporal 
monitoring of the location and movement of the students’ bodies allows the teacher 
to decide the optimal time for the transition. The data suggests that teachers seek to 
minimize the potential disruptiveness of the transition phase. The teachers 
physically detach themselves from the participation framework where they give 
instructions to individual practicing pairs, turn their bodies and redirect their gazes 
to observe the rest of the students. In the data, the teachers are seen observing the 
students until they have reached a point in their practice where they can be easily 
collectively addressed. In Excerpt 1, taken from a judo class, this is a moment when 
neither of the practicing pairs were physically engaged in throwing each other. 
 

Excerpt 1: Timing the transition (image taken from Article I, Example 1) 
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The teacher detaches from the participation framework where he was giving 
individualized instructions to one of the practicing pairs by raising his posture and 
turning his body and gaze towards the other practicing pair. 

Next, the teacher moves to a jointly witnessable location in the practice area. 
Typically, this location was the center of the tatami, which seems to carry a specific 
interactional meaning for the participants. It ensures unhindered visual access to 
the ensuing demonstration and is typically where the majority of the 
demonstrations occur. It is only after the teacher has begun to move to a more 
central location that the first verbal communicative move is employed. In 28 of the 
31 transitions examined, this move was a turn-at-talk comprising of a single word, 
produced in increased volume. In the majority of the Finnish examples this word 
was ‘hyvä’ (good), while in the English examples the word used was ‘okay’. This 
exclamation has a dual purpose: it draws the attention of the students and closes the 
practicing phase. 
 

Excerpt 2: Teaching-projector (image taken from Article I, Example 1 

The next communicative move of the transition is the verbal ‘teaching-projector’ 
(cf. ‘practice projector’ in Broth & Keevallik, 2014), which is produced while the 
students are gathering around the teacher. This annotative turn-at-talk orients the 
students to the ensuing teaching phase and typically introduces the topic of the 
demonstration as seen in “KATOTAAPAS TOTA (1.5) semmosia pikku kikkoja 
nytte vähäse.” (LET’S LOOK (1.5) at some of these little tricks now) in Excerpt 2.  

Noticeable here is the linguistic design of the teaching-projector, which in both 
Finnish and English data is in first person plural forms. In addition to providing 
annotation, the teaching-projector also functions as the first potential clue to the 
teacher’s partner on what might be expected of them during the demonstration, and 
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as such, can also be considered as one form of ‘guiding’, a specific class of 
directives which will be discussed more extensively in connection with Article III. 

The transition phase is brought to a close with a vocal pre-beginning element 
(Schegloff, 1996b, p. 92–93). In each of the 31 transitions the pre-beginning is 
directly followed by turns-at-talk related to the technique that is about to be 
demonstrated, marking them as a pivotal transition-closing and teaching-initiating 
turns. In the Finnish data, this final communicative move takes the form ‘eli’ (so) 
or its ‘elikkä’ -variant (as shown in Excerpt 3 below), while in the English data ‘so’ 
is used. Interactionally, ‘eli’ and ‘so’ function similarly to the ‘nii’-particle, 
examined by Keevallik (2010): they mark the boundary between activity phases 
(and subsequent participatory configurations), as well as between modalities of 
interaction (i.e. talk and embodiment). Grammatically both forms imply a 
connection to something said earlier, but also to something that is about to be said 
in the immediate future. A shift in the modalities employed by the teacher is also 
apparent preceding and following the pre-beginning element: the immediately 
preceding teaching-projector briefly pre-verbalizes the about-to-be-shown 
technique, while the immediately ensuing demonstration is an inherently embodied 
project. 
 

Excerpt 3: Pivotal pre-beginning element (image taken from Article I, Example 1) 

The pre-beginning element is used pivotally: it is produced only after every student 
has oriented towards the shared participation framework of the demonstration. Its 
production can be delayed to ensure that every student has visual access to the 
demonstration, as shown in Excerpt 4, where the teacher (standing on the left in the 
first image) delays the production of “elikkä” by 2.0 seconds, after which, all of the 
students have physically oriented towards the center of the tatami. 
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Excerpt 4: Delayed pre-beginning element (image taken from Article I, Example 3) 

The six cases that do not follow the structure of the transition described above either 
featured the teacher producing the teaching-projector in advance, or the students 
introducing emergent activity phases into the transition. The teacher can ensure a 
smoother transition by providing a timeframe for the on-going practice phase in the 
form of a teaching-projector produced directly after the visual monitoring. In 
Excerpt 5, the teacher does this by saying: “tehhää vielä kaks kierrosta ja otetaa 
sitte mattotekniikat.” (let’s do two more laps and then do ground techniques.) at a 
time when the students are moving from one side of the tatami to the other while 
practicing the ukemi (the correct way to fall down).  
 

Excerpt 5: Teaching-projector produced in advance (image taken from Article I, Example 
4) 

This speech turn is produced as the students are about to reach the side of the tatami, 
thus providing them a physical and temporal reference point: the next 
demonstration will occur once the students have completed two more laps and 
returned to the position in the tatami they were at the time when they were 
addressed. The technique about to be shown to them also requires similar 



55 

movement across the tatami. By producing the teaching-projector in advance the 
teacher supports the subsequent demonstration by facilitating a smoother transition 
as the students will already be at the necessary position from which to continue in 
the next practice phase. 

Previous studies (Deppermann et al. 2010; Evans, 2013) have shown that 
transitions between phases of interaction are treated by the participants as natural 
breaks, and as such, often feature activities that are not related to the prior, or to the 
immediately following phase. Excerpt 6 features one of the students requesting a 
permission to get a drink of water. The teacher consents to the request, and the 
students leave the tatami for a quick drink of water. 
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Excerpt 6: Emergent activity phase (image taken from Article I, Example 4) 
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During this emergent activity phase, the teacher, together with her partner, negotiate 
the topic of the ensuing demonstration and practice it in advance. As the students 
are returning to the tatami, they take their positions around the teacher and the 
partner. While the order of the communicative moves (Enfield, 2009) is slightly 
altered in these two cases, the timing of the transition is still shown to be dependent 
on the embodied conduct of the students. Similarly, in these cases the transition 
phase is closed with the verbal pre-beginning element only after mutual visual 
access to the demonstration is ensured for all the students. 

As prior research has shown, transitions between activity phases are routinely 
accomplished through multimodal means (e.g. Modaff, 2003; Dausendschön-Gay 
& Kraft, 2009; Keevallik, 2010). Article I examines how a variety of multimodal 
resources, in essence supportive aspects (Clark & Gerrig, 1990, p. 768), are utilized 
in a relatively rigid order to achieve a transition to a next activity in the budo class. 
Article I also shows how the management of participation plays into these 
transitions. The demonstration is rendered possible through the embodied conduct 
of all the participants in the budo class. Its timing within the overall structural 
organization of the interaction (Heritage, 1998, p. 5) is largely determined by the 
students’ progress through the preceding practice phase. The teachers initiate the 
transitions into teaching and demonstrating in a manner which seeks to minimize 
interruptions to the practice phase. In this way, while the teacher is responsible for 
initiating the activity phase transition, it is the students who create the affordances 
for this transition. Furthermore, these transitions are only brought to a close once 
all participants have been ensured mutual visual access to the ensuing 
demonstration. Article I shows that even in the budo class, a setting typically 
perceived to be highly institutional in the way it reflects the teacher’s deontic 
authority, the advancement of the practice session is still interactionally 
accomplished by all of the co-participants. As Mondada (2009b) shows, 
establishing new interactional spaces requires a lot of preliminary work. 
Throughout the budo lesson, the teachers are engaged in managing participation 
frameworks: introducing themselves into them, detaching from them, breaking 
them apart, and rebuilding them to include everyone. In the budo class this 
participation managerial work takes the form of constant spatio-temporal 
monitoring of the co-participants and their bodies. Particular parts of the tatami are 
shown to function as interactional resources when they are entered at particular 
times by particular participants. To initiate the demonstration, both the teacher and 
the students have to be in the right place at the right time. 
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4.2 Article II: Parsing and the return-practice in the budo class 

The second article examines the way in which the demonstration is supported by 
being modified through the instructional and interactional resources of the ‘return-
practice’ and ‘phase-clarifying actions’. These modifications are done in 
collaboration by the teacher and the partner, and reflect recipient design (Sacks et 
al., 1974; Sacks, 1992) in their production. The data, comprising of 13 hours and 
46 minutes of video recordings from judo, BJJ and aikido practice sessions, is in 
English and Finnish. 

When an expert performs a sports technique, such as a judo throw, the 
execution of the technique often appears to be a single, fluent and seamless 
movement of the body. Despite this, such techniques are typically taught and 
learned piecemeal. The tori has to apply the correct grip before the uke can be 
pulled off-balance, indicating a sequential relationship between the particular 
phases of the technique. At the same time, pulling the uke off-balance and stepping 
into the throw are two separate aspects of the same technique produced virtually 
simultaneously. Mastering a budo technique requires that the individual steps are 
recognized and performed correctly, in the correct order, at the correct time. This 
ability to segment a behavioral performance into separate recognizable units of 
action is called ‘parsing’ (Byrne, 2006). Mastering the individual segments 
eventually leads to a performance where the underlying phase structure becomes 
indiscernible to the untrained eye (Byrne, 2006; Rauniomaa et al., 2018). Article II 
introduces the ‘return-practice’ as a tool which is employed by the teacher and the 
partner to return to a prior phase of the technique. The return-practice is shown to 
comprise of two parts: the physical retraction which is done in collaboration with 
the teacher and the partner, and the ‘phase-clarifying actions’ which are typically 
done by the teacher to provide additional information regarding a particular phase 
on the one hand, and an account for the retraction, on the other hand. In Clark and 
Gerrig’s (1990, p. 768) terms, the ‘depictive aspects’ of the demonstration, the 
actual performance of the body movements which constitute the technique, are 
done in collaboration with the partner. Parsing and the physical retraction are 
‘supportive’ aspects (p.768) of the demonstration, modifications of the performance 
done in order to assist in the depiction, and also produced together by the teacher 
and the partner. Finally, the phase-clarifying actions, produced by the teacher alone 
but reflecting recipient design, share features with both ‘supportive’ and ‘annotative’ 
aspects (p. 768) in the way they both account for the retraction and provide 
commentary on the details of particular phases. 
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From the data, 368 instances of instructional demonstrations, where a 
technique was shown from beginning to end, were identified. In these 
demonstrations, the return-practice was utilized 164 times. The return-practice was 
shown to feature in four distinct instructional contexts: firstly, they are seen in 
situations where the teacher addresses aspects of the current or previous phase in a 
more detailed fashion (70 instances); secondly, they are seen when the teacher 
illustrates that a particular phase comprises of movements that need to be 
performed simultaneously (14 instances); thirdly, they are seen in situations where 
a technique can be completed in two alternative, but equally “correct”, ways (29 
instances); and fourthly, they are seen in situations where the teacher illustrates a 
“wrong” way of completing the technique (51 instances)9. The syntactic design of 
these phase-clarifying actions was shown to reflect the four instructional contexts. 
While there were some differences in the frequency of return-practices in 
demonstrations between the three budo sports, it is safe to say that the return-
practice is a routine interactional and instructional practice, occurring in roughly 
half of the demonstrations encountered in the data. 

The first instructional context introduced in the article is related to clarifying 
particular aspects of the current, or the prior, phase of the technique. Excerpt 7, 
illustrates a case where the judo teacher (standing on the right in the images) and 
their partner, physically retract to a prior phase to show that the when pulling the 
opponent off-balance during the morote seionage arm throw, the direction of the 
pull is important. 
 

                                                        
9 Article III introduces a fifth potential use for the return-practice. It can also be used for correcting the 
performance of the partner during the demonstration. However, in such cases the teacher is primarily 
engaged in guiding the partner, rather than instructing the students. 
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Excerpt 7: Return-practice and the clarification of direction (image taken from Article II, 
Extract 2) 

The teacher pulls his partner forward, but in order to specify the exact direction of 
the pull (forward and right from the partner’s perspective), he relinquishes the pull 
and produces the phase-clarifying actions in the form of a turn-at-talk “tuonne 
niinko” (like to there), nodding towards the referred direction, and a pointing 
gesture. The phase-clarifying actions in this instructional context are highly deictic, 
often featuring spatial (here, there) and temporal (now, next, then) verbal deixis 
accompanied with pointing gestures.  
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The second instructional context introduced in the article features the teacher 
and the partner employing the return-practice to illustrate two separate movements 
of the body that are completed simultaneously within the same phase. In Excerpt 8, 
the judo teacher (standing on the right in the images) is presented with a practical 
problem of how to depict an arm throw called morote seionage correctly while also 
annotating two simultaneous movements of the body (placing one elbow below the 
opponent’s armpit and stepping between the opponent’s legs). 
 

Excerpt 8: Return-practice and simultaneity of two movements (image taken from 
Article II, Extract 3) 

The teacher does this by first depicting and annotating the upper body movement, 
employing the return-practice, and then covering the lower body movement in a 
similar fashion. While both movements are included in both showings, they are also 
accompanied with supportive modifications: the elbow is shaken in the opponent’s 
arm pit, and the leg is brought backwards with a noticeable swing. The teacher has 
in this way clearly identified and highlighted the two body parts that are crucial for 
the completion of that phase. The phase-clarifying action functions as a link 
between these two showings and takes the form of the speech-turn “samalla ku 
astutaa” (while we step). Without it, the connection of the two movements would 
not be made clear to the students. Phase-clarifying actions in this instructional 
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context tend to feature conjunctions, adverbs and adverbial phrases denoting 
temporal concurrence (‘while’, ‘at the same time’, ‘and’). 

In the third instructional context featuring the return-practice the teacher 
illustrates alternative ways of completing the technique. These options typically 
arise from the actions or non-actions of the opponent and force the tori to modify 
the technique accordingly. In Excerpt 9, the aikido teacher (standing on the left in 
the images) shows multiple ways of responding to the uke’s yokomen uchi attack. 
Depending on how the tori wishes to respond, the attack can be absorbed, blocked, 
or pushed aside. The teacher and his partner illustrate these options by performing 
them one after another, interposing the return-practice between them.  
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Excerpt 9: Return-practice and alternative movements (image taken from Article II, 
Extract 4) 
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The phase-clarifying action comprises of the turns-at-talk “maybe”, “and maybe” 
combined with the verbalizations of the options (“to stop”; “to block”; “to go”) and 
the syntactic closing of the clause in the form of “outside if necessary”. When used 
to illustrate multiple alternative ways of completing the technique, the phase-
clarifying actions tend to reflect conditionality in a variety of ways, ranging from 
lexical choices in adverbs (‘maybe’), coordinators (‘or’), nouns (‘option’, 
‘possibility’), verbs, both lexical (‘try’, ‘choose’, ‘decide’) and modal auxiliary 
(‘can’, ‘could’, ‘might’), to the overall design of clausal syntax (if-conditional 
clauses). 

The final instructional context analyzed in the article, features the teacher 
illustrating a wrong way of completing a technique. In Excerpt 10, the BJJ teacher 
(sitting down in the images) illustrates that in order to take his opponent down to 
the mat he needs to apply pressure to the side of his opponent’s knee with his 
shoulder. 
 

Excerpt 10: Return-practice and ineffective performances (image taken from Article II, 
Extract 5) 

The pressure has to be applied on the exactly correct position on the side of the 
joint, not above or below the knee. To show this, the teacher performs the technique 
wrong, by first applying pressure too low, employing the return-practice and 
producing the phase-clarifying action “it’s too low”, and then applying pressure too 
high, again retracting to a prior phase while producing the phase-clarifying action 
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“it’s too high”. The teacher completes the technique by applying pressure on the 
correct position and taking his opponent down to the mat. The design of the phase-
clarifying actions in this context reflects the undesirable nature of an ineffective 
performance. On the syntactic level, negative clause structures (‘I don’t push’) are 
often seen. On the lexical level, the too-premodifier is often encountered preceding 
adjectives (‘too low’, ‘too high’), which themselves often explicitly express the 
“wrongness” of the phase (‘not good’, ‘bad’, ‘worst’, ‘slow’). Finally, on the 
semantic level, the partner is often the active agent of the clause, while the teacher 
becomes the affected object. As Keevallik (2010) and Evans and Reynolds (2016) 
have shown, instructors often present the correct and the incorrect versions of the 
demonstrated technique one after the other as a way of foregrounding the 
advantages of performing the technique correctly. Rather than presenting them as 
separate demonstrations, Article II suggests that through the emergent online 
syntax (Auer, 2009) of the return-practice, the teacher can also present them within 
the same demonstration sequence. 

Article II shows how the teacher and the partner can support the depiction of 
the demonstrated technique by parsing it down to more manageable phases. The 
return-practice is shown to be a valuable supportive tool, utilized routinely in budo 
demonstrations. With the use of the return-practice the technique can be “rewound” 
to a prior phase to provide additional pedagogical value to the demonstration. The 
temporal and sequential advancement of the technique is preserved through the 
phase-clarifying actions, which, through their multimodal and deictic nature, reflect 
the instructional context and embodied recipient design. As Clark & Gerrig (1990, 
p. 769) argue, demonstrators face a practical problem of having to ‘decouple’ the 
depictive, supportive and annotative aspects of the demonstration from one another. 
In the demonstrations examined for Article II, the teachers display a dual 
orientation. On the one hand, they are performing the technique, attempting to 
respond to and overcome their opponents. On the other hand, they are 
demonstrating the technique for instructional purposes by annotating it and 
providing the supportive actions of parsing and the return-practice to assist the 
students in the observation of the technique. Not everything that happens during a 
demonstration is intended to be seen as part of the referent, the taught subject matter. 
Rather than resorting to separate demonstrations to cover different contingencies 
and variations of the technique, budo teachers can employ the return-practice, a 
syntactic-bodily gestalt (Mondada, 2014a; Keevallik, 2017), as a way of 
decoupling the supportive and annotative aspects from the actual depiction within 
the same demonstration sequence. The return-practice is shown to emerge in 
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interaction in real time (Hopper, 1998) and its syntactic design builds upon, and 
supports, the demonstration proper (Clark & Gerrig, 1990, p. 769). Deictic 
expression and gestures become meaningful when combined with the configuration 
of the instructing and observing bodies. As the depiction advances from one phase 
to the next, new configurations and modalities for instructing become available. 
Article II shows that via the return-practice the teachers are also able to reconstruct 
past configurations, creating additional opportunities for depiction and annotation. 

4.3 Article III: Modalities of guiding in the budo class 

Article II only briefly discusses the role of the partner in the demonstrations. Article 
III, on the other hand, focuses on this part of the teacher-partner-students -
participatory triad by examining the ways in which budo instructors guide their 
partners through the demonstration, and how the partners can display their 
pedagogical ‘agency’ (Ahearn, 2001) i.e. their ability to produce additional 
depictive content to the demonstration, within the affordances provided by the 
teacher. The article provides an examination of the role and modality of directives 
in joint teaching of physical skills and provides a re-examination of the established 
directive-response adjacency pair (Schegloff & Sacks, 1973; Goodwin, M. & 
Cekaite, 2013; Cekaite, 2010) in this specific context of budo instruction. The data, 
comprising of 10 hours and 46 minutes of video recordings from aikido and BJJ 
practice sessions, is in English and Finnish. 

Article III illustrates a triple-orientation in the teachers’ actions during the 
demonstration: they perform the technique, teach it to the students, and ‘guide’ their 
partners through it. The partners, in turn, also display multiple orientations: they 
too strive to perform their part of the technique correctly, even if the part is simply 
to be thrown to the tatami, and they respond to the teachers’ guidance. Furthermore, 
as shown in Article III, at times they also actively engage in the teaching of the 
demonstrated technique. Article III introduces ‘guiding’ as a specific class of 
directives (e.g. Ervin-Tripp, 1976; West, 1990; Craven and Potter, 2010) that occur 
as the first-pair part in the ‘paired actions’ of guiding and responding. Guiding 
includes any actions that elicit or force a response from the partner, or build 
affordances that allow the partner to support, or add to the demonstration. Guiding 
can be classified as a supportive aspect (Clark & Gerrig, 1990, p. 768) of the 
demonstration, as it is largely done to secure the advancement of the depiction. 
However, guiding can also have annotative functions as will be discussed below. 
The guiding does not strictly form an adjacency pair with the partner’s responding 
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action, as this would imply a temporal succession of these actions. As shown in the 
article, the guiding action can be simultaneous with the responding action. 

The demonstrations examined for Article III show that the teacher and the 
partner do not engage in extensive negotiations regarding the demonstrated 
technique prior to actually showing it to the students. To some extent the partner 
may be given clues on what is to follow from the ‘teaching-projectors’ discussed in 
connection with Article I or from the overall theme of the practice session, but in 
general the demonstration is built in situ, through real-time ‘intercorporeal 
negotiation’ within the semiotic structures (Goodwin, 2000) of the individual budo 
sports. If paired with an experienced partner, the teacher can rely on a shared 
understanding of particular movements of the body as projectable interactional 
units (Lefebvre, 2016a; Okada, 2013). As Article III shows, the advancement of the 
depiction is largely done through exchanges of such projectable interactional units 
(e.g. aikido teacher facing the partner functions as a directive for the student to 
begin the next attack). The placement and movement of the teacher’s body in 
relation to the observing bodies of the partner and the students within the 
semiotically meaningful space of the tatami, combined with the teacher briefly 
verbalizing the referent technique during the transition phase, is typically enough 
information for the partner to be able to play their part in the demonstration.  

Again, in most cases, the interaction between the teacher and the partner during 
the demonstration is based on such intercorporeal negotiation. As long as both 
parties assume the other to operate within the same semiotic structures, minimal 
explicit guidance is required to advance the demonstration. If something in the 
partner’s conduct needs to be changed, the teacher can generally rely on non-
intrusive modalities such as fast, indexical gestures. However, in cases where a 
lapse in intersubjectivity occurs, the teacher may resort to more explicit modalities 
of guiding, limiting the partner’s ability to display pedagogical agency. On the other 
hand, if the intersubjective understanding (Schegloff, 1992) regarding the 
demonstrated technique is particularly strong, the partner may provide additional 
pedagogical content to the demonstration independently. In Article III, the 
modalities of guiding are introduced in an order of decreasing explicitness in the 
guidance provided by the teachers. As the explicitness in guidance decreases, the 
partners’ ability to display their agency within the demonstration increases. The 
intercorporeal negotiation described above functions as the norm, the typical way 
of doing budo collaboratively, with both parties being equally responsible and 
active in advancing the technique in the demonstration, communicating their 
intentions to each other primarily through embodied means. 
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The most explicit way of guiding the partner through the technique is 
physically manipulating their body to the desired position. Here, an important 
distinction has to be made between a depicting and supporting manipulation of the 
body. All budo techniques require physically controlling the opponent, and when 
performed during a technique these movements are part of the depiction (Clark & 
Gerrig, 1990, p. 768) of the technique. To provide a realistic depiction of the 
technique, the partners sometimes have to provide a certain level of resistance. 
Article III, however, introduces physical manipulations which are done by the 
teacher to support (p. 768) the demonstration. They guide the partner to a position 
from which the depiction of the technique can be initiated, as is the case in Excerpt 
11, where the BJJ teacher (laying on his back in the images), places the opponent’s 
hands against the tatami, in preparation of showing how to apply an arm bar. 
 

Excerpt 11: Physical manipulation in preparation for the demonstration proper (image 
taken from Article III, Example 1) 

Physical manipulations can also be used to correct the partner’s performance in 
order to progress the demonstration, as is the case in Excerpt 12, where the aikido 
teacher (standing on the right in the images) presses the opponent’s hand more 
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firmly against his own chest in order to successfully transfer the energy of his upper 
body movement from his chest to the opponent. 
 

Excerpt 12: Physical manipulation for correcting the partner's performance (image 
taken from Article III, Image 2) 

In both Excerpt 11 and 12, the teacher physically moves the partner’s body to a 
desired configuration in a manner which is not part of the demonstrated technique. 
As such, the partners have very limited opportunities to display their agency and 
provide pedagogical content to the demonstration. They recognize the manipulation 
as supportive to the demonstration, and consequently, do not resist the movement. 
One potential tool which may help the partner in this interpretation of the teacher’s 
movement is interactional parsing. Supportive manipulations of the opponent’s 
body tend to occur between phases of techniques, and not during the “live” 
depiction. It would seem that when the technique is halted between the phases, any 
manipulations of the uke’s body are seen as supportive, and as such, warranting full 
compliance from the uke. Here in particular, calling the teacher’s directive action 
and the partner’s response an ‘adjacency pair’ appears somewhat problematic, as 
the manipulating movement by the teacher and the compliant movement by the 
partner are simultaneous, rather than sequentially successive. 

A more traditional directive-response combination is seen when the teachers 
resort to verbal guidance to direct their partners. Here, the teacher produces a verbal 
directive to which the partner responds with a complying movement of the body. 
The data, in keeping with earlier findings by Schindler (2017, p. 260), shows that 
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teachers resort to two types of verbal guidance: direct orders and declarative 
descriptions. Excerpt 13 features both forms. 
 

Excerpt 13: Verbal guidance (image taken from Article III, Example 2) 

The BJJ teacher (laying on his back) guides his partner to place his arm around his 
head with a declarative form “the arm around my head.”, followed by the direct 
order “so here go,”. Later in the example, the teacher directs his partner to move 
his body to the side of the teacher’s body by stating “I know he wants to go sides”, 
again followed by the more direct address “you can go side”. The data suggests that 
the more direct orders as often used as upgrades of the declarative directives, 
typically employed when the partner is perceived by the teacher to be too slow to 
respond to the initial, more descriptive, directive. These upgraded directives are 
typically produced with a lower volume of voice, indicating that they are primarily 
intended to the partner. The declarative design of the directive, on the other hand, 
simultaneously functions as an annotation (Clark & Gerrig, 1990, p. 768) of the 
demonstrated technique to the observing students. The use of declarative 
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descriptions as the initially utilized form of verbal guidance would seem to suggest 
a preference for shared teaching among the budo teachers. In this category of 
guidance, the partners are relatively limited in their displays of pedagogical agency. 
The purpose of the guidance is, again, to advance the demonstration which cannot 
be continued or started before the partner is directed to the correct position. 
Nonetheless, the teachers do rely on the partners’ epistemic status as fellow 
budokas and, perhaps equally importantly, members of the shared demonstration 
sequence, when issuing verbal guidance. The directive “you can go side”, for 
instance, is followed by the partner shifting his body to the side of the teacher, while 
also applying pressure on the teacher’s chest with his upper body – a feature of the 
technique which was not explicitly mentioned by the teacher, but which a BJJ 
practitioner understands as being relevant during that phase of the technique. 

The next modality of guidance presents the partner a more direct way of 
displaying their agency. Keevallik (2013b, p. 11–13) shows how incomplete clausal 
syntax can lead to a co-participant’s embodied ‘other-completion’ of the clause. In 
the context of the budo demonstration, this type of joint-completion of a clause is 
often seen in cases where the teacher demonstrates the possible consequences of 
performing the technique incorrectly. In Excerpt 14, the BJJ teacher (mounted atop 
the opponent in the images) halts the production of the clause “if it’s more space 
that if you leave in here, he can,”. 
 



72 

Excerpt 14: Other-completion (image taken from Article III, Example 3) 

The incomplete clause “he can” is brought to an embodied completion by the 
partner, who takes a hold of the teacher’s left foot, and places it between his own 
legs. The teacher’s next speech-turn “put it back inside there.” follows and 
verbalizes the partner’s embodied conduct and confirms the partner’s interpretation 
of the clausal cessation as correct. The disadvantageous position of the teacher’s 
body combined with incomplete clausal syntax prompt the partner to depict the 
consequences of a sub-optimal performance on the teacher’s part. The collaborative 
and emergent syntax of the demonstration (Keevallik, 2013b; Auer, 2009) is worth 
noting. Both “it” and “inside there” would not be intelligible to the students had the 
partner not taken hold of the teacher’s foot and placed it inside his own legs. Thus, 
while the teacher is still clearly the initiating participant, the partner’s ability to 
engage appropriately with the depiction, prior to explicit verbal directives, reflects 
the partner’s deep pragmatic knowledge of both BJJ and the demonstration 
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sequence. Here the annotation and the depiction of the technique is a joint 
pedagogical project. It is initiated by the teacher, but it involves the partner and is 
completed in collaboration.  

Finally, the partners may at times produce added pedagogical value to the 
demonstration independently, and in this way, display high level of agency. Such 
displays, again, are often related to situations where the teacher demonstrates, 
either intentionally or unintentionally, a suboptimal performance of the technique. 
In Excerpt 15, the aikido teacher (with his back towards the camera in the images) 
shows that when taking control of the opponent’s arm while evading the opponent’s 
shomen uchi (a descending strike aimed at the head,) it is important to turn one’s 
own body and keep moving forward and past the opponent. 
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Excerpt 15: Partner depicting a strike independently (image taken from Article III, 
Example 5). Lines 15–29 have been omitted from this excerpt. 

If the movement is halted and the opponent’s arm is simply brought down, the 
opponent may retaliate with a jodan tsuki (a straight punch aimed at the head). 
However, the teacher does not explicitly introduce this contingency. Rather, he 
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states “I don’t do that”, followed by performing the technique incorrectly by 
bringing the opponent’s arm down but not turning his body and stepping past him. 
The partner responds to this by producing the jodan tsuki strike 0.4 seconds after 
the teacher has said “I don’t do that”. The fact that the teacher does not verbally 
acknowledge the retaliative strike, but instead produces a rising intonation “okay?”, 
an acknowledgement token which, as Beach (1995) shows, tends to have an activity 
phase closing function, while the partner is retracting his strike, would seem to 
suggest that the teacher was not expecting the partner to perform the strike. 
Noticeable again is the lack of the traditional first-pair part of the directive-response 
adjacency pair. Despite this, the partner’s embodied conduct is, if not expected by 
the teacher, then at least in alignment with the goal of the demonstration.  

Article III shows that in budo demonstrations teachers can guide their partners 
in different ways. While the more “traditional”, i.e. verbal, directive-response 
adjacency pairs were encountered, these and other more explicit forms of guiding, 
including direct physical manipulations of the partner’s body, seem to be related to 
situations where the initiation or the continuation of the demonstration is somehow 
compromised. The teachers physically manipulate or explicitly direct their partners 
when either correcting their performance or staging the demonstration. More 
implicit guidance from the teacher is typically related to situations where the focus 
of the demonstration is, at least partially, on the actions of the opponent. A shared 
understanding of the semiotic structures of the budo class – i.e. of the 
communicative resources available to the demonstrators – makes possible the 
largely non-verbal advancement of the demonstration. Intercorporeal and haptic 
negotiation between two performing bodies is at the heart of depicting a budo 
technique. Article III shows, however, that collaboration is not limited to the 
depictive aspects of the demonstration. Through embodied and verbal means, the 
teachers create affordances which enable the joint production of supportive and 
annotative aspects of the demonstration. The demonstration is therefore advanced 
in close collaboration between the teacher and the partner, who, in Goffman’s (1971, 
pp. 19–27) terms, could be envisioned as a single ‘participation unit’, comprising 
of two individuals coordinating their movements to achieve a joint goal. 

4.4 Synthesis: An examination of a demonstration 

The original articles present examples of their respective phenomena largely 
without discussing the demonstration sequence, and its position in the teaching 
phase, as a whole. The following excerpts provide a holistic example of one 
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demonstration sequence, illustrating its general structure and organisation, and 
showing when and how exactly the three phenomena analyzed in the original 
articles – collaborative transitions, the recipient design of the demonstration proper, 
and the guiding of the partner – take place. In addition to this, the example sheds 
light on features of the demonstration that were not discussed in the original articles, 
but which, for the sake of building a more complete view of demonstrations in budo 
deserve attention. These features are the recruitment of the partner and the closing 
of the demonstration. 

The following segment comes from a Brazilian jiu-jitsu practice session. It 
takes place early on in the session. The students are practicing a variety of 
movements that, through multiple repetitions, function both as warm-up drills and 
teach the students sport-specific lessons about controlling the opponent’s body. 
Prior to this segment, the teacher has instructed the group to perform twenty 
modified sit-ups where the tori, who has the uke in half-guard position on top of 
them, must take a hold of the uke’s arm with both hands (from the resulting position 
tori could attempt to apply an armbar) as they sit up. From the resulting position 
the tori could then attempt to apply an armbar technique. The following warm-up 
drill involves one participant, sitting on their knees, picking the other into a 
fireman’s carry, stepping forward with one foot, retracting that foot, and then 
stepping forward with the other foot, repeating the movement and alternating the 
feet. 
 

Image 2: Teacher observing the practice. 

The segment begins with the teacher (standing on the right in Image 2) observing 
the students completing the exercise. Majority of the students have already 
completed the required twenty repetitions of the previous warm-up drill and are 
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sitting on the tatami, expecting further instructions. Three pairs are still engaged in 
performing the movements as shown in the first frame of Image 2. Pair 1 is 
stationed right next to the teacher, Pairs 2 and 3 are practicing further away from 
the teacher: Pair 2 in the middle of the tatami and Pair 3 inside the boxing ring 
stationed at the back of the tatami. 

Excerpt 16 shows the pairs completing the repetitions one after another. First 
to complete them is Pair 2 (as seen in the first frame of Excerpt 16), with Pair 3 
following close behind (partially obstructed by Pair 2 in Excerpt 16). Finally, Pair 
1 completes the sit-ups (as shown by the second frame of Excerpt 16). 
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Excerpt 16: Teacher initiating the transition 
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After the last pair has completed the repetitions, the teacher begins to move to the 
centre of the tatami, as seen in the third frame. He observes the last pair, which has 
completed the sit-ups but remains in the half-guard position. Perhaps expecting that 
these two students may continue to do the sit-ups, the teacher closely monitors their 
embodied conduct as he walks past them. As Pair 1 does not continue with the 
repetitions, the teacher walks towards the center of the tatami, turns his body and 
begins to squat down, while facing two of the students (S1 on the left and S2 on the 
right). As the teacher squats down he produces the practice-closing communicative 
move (Enfield, 2009) “okay” (see line 2 in Excerpt 17 below), a supportive tool 
which enables the onset of the depiction. 

It is at this time that the teacher recruits a partner for the subsequent 
demonstration. Partner recruitment is a topic which was not examined in the 
original articles. There is a great deal of variance across the three budo disciplines 
and individual teachers on how the partner is selected. Some general observations 
regarding the recruitment process can, however, be made here, as this too is an 
important supportive aspect of the demonstration. In the aikido practice sessions, 
the teachers tend to point at a student, or call out their name during the transition 
phase. The judo sessions examined feature pre-designated assistant teachers who 
automatically approach the teacher after the practice-closing “okay” is given. In 
BJJ sessions, the partner is often recruited through a form of interacorporeal 
negotiation, which may be worth examining here in more detail as it is closely 
related to the phenomenon of guiding. As can be seen in the last frame of Excerpt 
16, the teacher has formed an F-formation (Kendon, 1990b) with S1 and S2. In this 
formation, all three participants share mutual visual access to each other, and both 
S1 and S2 could potentially be addressed by the teacher unhindered.  
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Excerpt 17: Closing the transition and guiding the partner 

As seen in Excerpt 17, the teacher turns to face S1 (lines 3–5, fig1) after adopting 
a kneeling position. S1 improves his posture and begins to rise to sit on his heels 
and knees (lines 7–13). Meanwhile S2 moves further away from the teacher and S1 
(lines 8–10, fig2). The students embodied conduct seems to suggest that both S1 
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and S2 recognize that the teacher has designated S1 as his partner for the next 
demonstration. S2 immediately detaches herself from this participation framework 
and thus creates the space needed for the demonstration. S1, in turn, begins to adopt 
a similar position as the teacher. Assisting them in this interpretation is their 
understanding of what Robinson (2012, p.258) calls the ‘suprasequential coherence’ 
of this particular social encounter. They recognize the overall structure of the 
practice session and utilize it as a resource. Practicing has come to a close, the 
teacher has walked to a central location and turned to face one of the students while 
producing the “okay” attention-getting turn-at-talk. These events function as 
guidance for the newly-designated partner to begin adopting a more suitable 
posture for the demonstration, and for S2 to create the space required for the 
demonstration. 

On lines 4 and 9, the teacher produces the teaching-projector “next one. a little 
bit harder”. Here, the design of the teaching-projector is shown to reflect the 
structure of the practice session. The turn-at-talk “next one” on line 4 refers to the 
next warm-up drill, the third one in total to be presented at this point in the practice 
session. It, together with the turn-at-talk “a little bit harder”, projects a 
demonstration which will illustrate a technique similar to the previous techniques, 
but also more challenging in some ways. The two prior drills have involved the 
participants starting from a position where they either sit or lay down on the tatami. 
The drill about to be demonstrated, however, is different in that it requires that the 
uke is standing next to the tori who will remain in a kneeled position. To 
communicate this to his partner, the teacher produces two beckoning gestures (lines 
11–14, fig3). The second gesture is produced slightly higher than the first one and 
is accompanied by the teacher tilting his head forward, in effect producing a quick 
pointing gesture directed at the side of his own neck. With this gesture, the teacher 
attempts to guide his partner to rise to a standing position and next to him. The 
partner, however, keeps moving closer to the teacher without standing up (on lines 
13–18, fig4). This understanding of the prior context combined with the teaching-
projector “next one. a little bit harder” may lead S1 to assume that the drill about 
to be shown will be similar to the prior ones, in that the uke is expected to be seated 
or laying on his back. To correct the partner’s conduct, the teacher upgrades his 
guiding by producing, in a lower volume of voice, the direct order “nouse” (stand 
up) in Finnish and by lifting his left hand upwards (line 16, fig4). Noteworthy here 
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is the code-switching (Auer, 1988) from English to Finnish10 . By switching to 
Finnish and lowering his volume, the teacher directly addresses his partner. This 
explicit remodalization has the desired effect, and the partner begins to stand up 
(on line 18). Here, the advancement of the depiction was compromised by a 
misunderstanding regarding the nature of the subsequent technique to be depicted. 
To support the depiction, the teacher reformulates the guidance to a more explicit 
verbal imperative. 

Prior to upgrading his guiding action, however, the teacher produces the pivotal 
pre-beginning element “so” (on line 15), which closes the transition phase and 
initiates the teaching phase. Excerpt 17 shows that guiding is not strictly limited to 
the demonstration proper. Intercorporeal negotiation between the teacher, S1, and 
S2, firstly, establishes the participants of the subsequent demonstration, and 
secondly creates the necessary spatial configuration for the demonstration. During 
the transition the teachers and the students build the necessary physical 
configuration as well as address any perceived problems which might compromise 
the depiction. With the transition phases completed, the teacher begins to depict the 
the technique, as shown in Excerpt 18. 

                                                        
10  This dissertation does not seek to provide a comparative or cross-linguistic examination of the 
demonstrations. The researcher is planning to conduct a separate study on code-switching during 
demonstrations of physical skills. However, a brief observation can be made here about the two 
languages used in this particular practice session. The participants in the class, at this time, feature one 
non-native speaker of Finnish, S2, who had just prior created the space required for the demonstration, 
by backing towards the camera. Throughout the session, the teacher uses English and Finnish 
interchangeably during the actual demonstrations. The turns-at-talk produced during the transition phase, 
however, are always in English. As excerpt 18 will indicate, lexical items produced during the depiction 
tend to be more “challenging” (e.g. ’päkiät’), potentially necessitating a switch to the speaker’s L1 
language, while the meta-level organizational turns-at-talk that take place during the transitions tend to 
be simpler, enabling the use of the more ‘inclusive’ English language. 
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Excerpt 18: Parsing and the return practice 
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Having closed the transition and guided the partner in adopting the correct starting 
position, the teacher employs parsing and the return-practice to illustrate a crucial 
safety detail regarding the technique about to be demonstrated. When lifting the 
uke in to the fireman’s carry, it is important to maintain balance. Should the tori fall 
backwards while holding the uke on their shoulders, they risk injuring their knees. 
To prevent this, it is important to place the balls of one’s feet firmly against the 
tatami, as the teacher illustrates in Excerpt 18. 

After S1 has stood up and adopted the correct position next to the teacher (on 
line 20, fig5), the teacher brings his hands up and takes hold of S1 by gripping S1’s 
right arm with his own right hand and bringing his left arm between S1’s legs in 
preparation of securing a hold behind S1’s right knee (fig6). The next phase of the 
technique would involve the tori pulling the uke forwards and across the tori’s 
shoulders, effectively performing a kneeling variation of the fireman’s carry (see 
fig10). Before moving to this phase however, the teacher employs the return-
practice by retracting his hands (on line 23, fig 7). He turns his upper body to the 
left (fig8) and maintains this torqued position until line 28, when he re-secures his 
hold of the partner. The purpose of this retraction is made clear to the students 
through the multimodal phase-clarifying actions produced by the teacher: the body 
torque, a potential pointing gesture, and a deictic annotation. On line 26, while 
already turning back to re-secure the hold, he produces the turn-at-talk “päkiät 
tuonne lattiaan” (balls of your feet there against the floor). By turning his upper 
body left and bringing his left hand behind his back (possibly to form a pointing 
gesture) the teacher has created a physical reference point for the students. The 
deictic adverb “tuonne” (literally: to there) completes this syntactic-bodily gestalt 
(Keevallik, 2017; Mondada, 2014a). The return-practice is utilized here for 
clarification. The physical retraction to a prior phase ensures that the teacher can 
turn his body and bring his left hand behind his back unhindered. A supportive 
aspect of the demonstration, the return-practice enables the teacher to show that 
having the balls of the feet planted firmly against the tatami is a crucial detail of 
the first phase of the technique.  

The teacher moves on to the next phase of the technique by taking hold of the 
uke and picking him up to the fireman’s carry position (on lines 28–30, fig9–fig10). 
The next phase of the technique involves stepping forward with one foot, retracting 
the foot and stepping forward with the other foot. However, Excerpt 19 below 
shows that the teacher resorts to interactional parsing and halts the technique before 
moving on to the next phase. The technique is halted in the position shown in 
figures 10 and 11, from line 30 all the way to line 44 (roughly 10 seconds), where 
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the teacher begins to illustrate how to step forward with the feet. By holding this 
position, the students are given plenty of time to observe the position, but this 
halting also allows on-line annotation (Clark & Gerrig, 1990, p. 768). During this 
time between the phases, the teacher annotates the previous completed phase by 
saying “palomieskantoon” (literally: to fireman’s carry), begins to annotate the next 
phase, as well as gives instructions on how many repetitions the students are 
expected to perform during the next practice phase. 
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Excerpt 19: Completing the technique and closing the demonstration 
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On line 34 the teacher begins to verbalize the next phase by saying “ja tästä” (and 
from here). The syntactic design of this deictic turn-at-talk as well the slightly rising 
intonation pattern suggests a direct continuation to the next phase. Instead, the 
teacher provides meta-structural instructions on how many repetitions are expected 
to be performed by the students once the practice phase begins (on lines 37 and 40). 
The next phase is not verbalized at all. Instead, the teacher simply begins to perform 
the repetitions on line 43 (fig12). The clause started by the turn-at-talk “ja tästä” on 
line 34 is brought to a close with an embodied display on line 43, where the teacher 
steps forward with his right foot. Excerpt 19 shows that the completion projected 
by the vocal part of bodily-vocal demonstrations (Keevallik, 2014a) can be delayed 
across multiple turn-constructional units.  

The closing of the demonstration is another topic not discussed in the original 
articles. There is a great deal of variation in the way the demonstrations are closed 
across budo disciplines and teachers. Some general observations can, however, be 
made below. It is important to note that the teaching phase can include multiple 
demonstrations. When one demonstration ends and the next one is expected to 
begin, the embodied negotiation required to re-perform the depiction begins anew 
between the teacher and the partner. As Okada (2013) and Lefebvre (2016a) have 
shown, combat sport practitioners rely a great deal on particular movements of the 
body functioning as ‘projectable interactional units’ (Lefebvre, 2016a, p.123) 
within the context of their respective sports to advance the highly physical 
interaction of attacks and counter-attacks. To advance the teaching phase, the 
partners monitors the teachers’ embodied conduct after each depiction for relevant 
projectable interactional units, and re-align their own embodied conduct to match 
the projected activity. In general, and across all three examined disciplines, it could 
be said that if a depiction projecting interactional units (gaze, posture, body torque 
etc.,) are not produced by the teacher, a new demonstration is most likely not going 
to occur. Therefore, it could be argued that while the teaching phase is initiated in 
collaboration with the students, the closing of the teaching phase seems to be 
largely determined by the teacher alone. It is the teacher who decides how many 
times a technique will be demonstrated. Furthermore, since all of the students are 
already focused on the teacher, the timing of the transition from teaching to 
practicing is not dependent on the embodied conduct of the students to the same 
extent as it is vice versa. 

When preparing for the practice phase, the teachers dismantle the participation 
framework they share with the partner and the students. Similarily to the building 
of the participation framework, the dismantling of it, is multimodal process, as 
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illustrated by Broth and Keevallik (2014). Again, a great deal of variation can be 
seen across teachers and disciplines in the context of budo. In the aikido sessions 
examined, the teachers favor the use of the Japanese word “hai” (yes), produced 
loudly and followed by the ritual bow to the partner. The ritual bow was observed 
in the judo sessions as well, while the BJJ sessions did not include it. One 
commonly seen feature across all disciplines is the use of “okay? /okei?”, a turn-
constructional unit, which as Beach (1995) has shown, can be used pivotally to 
project impending closure of talk and action. Excerpt 19 does feature the “okay?” 
TCU on line 44. However, this turn-at-talk is produced while the teacher is still 
engaged in demonstrating the repetitions of the warm-up drill, not after he 
completes them, nearly 13.5 seconds later (on line 46) where he places S1 back on 
his feet. The “okay?” here is therefore more likely used as a marker of transition 
from the ‘fireman’s carry’ –phase of the technique to the ‘movement of the feet’ –
phase of the technique, and not as a marker of the approaching end of the entire 
teaching phase. This latter project is produced by the teacher through entirely 
embodied means. 

The teacher lowers S1 back on his feet on line 46. He leaves his arms in a 
position that mimick the hold needed to lift the uke (see Excerpt 18, fig9 and 
Excerpt 19, fig14). The teacher holds this position for a relatively long time, 4.3 
seconds, before lowering his arms on line 48. As previous research has shown (e.g. 
Sikveland & Ogden, 2012; Cibulka, 2014), the holding of gestures and body 
posture can be used to pursue displays of shared understanding or responses from 
the co-participants. The gesture or posture is held until either a response is provided 
or a problem related to intersubjectivity is resolved. The BJJ teacher’s halted 
posture therefore is not only depictive but also has a supportive function as it invites 
requests for clarifications. However, as can be seen in fig14 of Excerpt 19 the 
students begin to move in search of partners for the practice phase while the teacher 
holds his posture. The students do this without an explicit verbal directive to do so, 
or in fact any others verbal markers indicating the closure of the teaching phase. 
Fig15 shows private participation frameworks that have already been established 
between the students, and the teacher relinquishes the held posture and engages 
again in observing the practice. The teacher’s partner, S1, remains standing next to 
the teacher (fig14), but as the teacher does not turn his gaze or in other embodied 
or verbal ways invite him to engage in a new depiction, he too detaches from the 
participation framework of the demonstration and approaches S2, whom he can be 
seen facing in fig15, to begin practicing the demonstrated warm-up drill. 
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From the very beginning to the very end of the teaching phase, the teacher 
engages in supportive and annotative work to establish the context for, what is 
ultimately a relatively simple depiction. This context is built through multimodal 
and collaborative means. The importance of embodied resources of interaction 
within the constantly emerging and evolving social and spatial arrangements (De 
Stefani & Mondada, 2018) of the budo class becomes evident when examining the 
teacher’s turns-at-talk isolated from their multimodal and participatory context: 

“okay. (line 2) next one. (line 4) a little bit harder. (line 9) so uhh, (line 15) 
nouse. (line 16) uhh (line 22) päkiät tuonne lattiaan, (line 26) palomieskantoon. 
(line 31) ja tästä, (line 34) kymmenen tai kaksyt, (line 37) riippuu kui reippaalta 
tuntuu. (line 40) okay? (line 44)” 

The actual pedagogical content these turns-at-talk provide is very limited. 
Following talk as the singular modality would provide the outside observer a very 
restricted view of the technique being demonstrated: someone’s balls of the feet 
have to be against the floor, someone should be lifted into the fireman’s carry, and 
something has to be done ten or twenty times. Obviously then, something as 
physical as a budo technique cannot be demonstrated with talk alone. The depiction 
(Clark & Gerrig, 1990, p. 768) of the technique is always conducted through 
embodied means. At the same time, an examination of the embodied depiction 
alone would not provide a full picture of the demonstration as an interactional event. 
Without talk the features that define the demonstrated technique would risk being 
with supportive movements of the body: why does the teacher suddenly let go of 
his partner, turn his body left and bring his left hand behind his back? Talk serves 
a valuable supportive and annotative purpose (p. 768) for the demonstration. It 
draws the students’ attention and marks the end of the practice phase (line2), it 
projects that the next showing will be another warm-up drill and thus guides the 
partner’s conduct (lines 4 and 9), it closes the transition to teaching (line 15), it 
guides the partner in adopting the correct position (line 16), and it accounts for the 
teacher suddenly relinquishing his hold of the partner and turning his body (line 
26). Talk and embodiment build meaning together and as the social event of the 
demonstration progresses, new contingencies and interactional resources emerge 
and become available to the participants. For instance, saying “ja tästä” (and from 
here) (line 34) only makes sense if the here has already been established and 
achieved through embodied conduct. 

The transition to teaching is initiated within the affordances provided by the 
embodied conduct of the students, not before the repetitions of the previous warm-
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up drill have been completed. The spatial requirements for the demonstration are 
secured by S2 moving further away from the centre of the tatami (on line 8), a space 
which carries specific instructional and interactional meaning in this phase of the 
budo class. Finally, by observing the students re-arrange themselves independently 
to a new participatory configuration after the demonstration, the teacher can 
relinquish his response-inviting, supportive, and depictive posture and engage in 
observing the students. It can be concluded therefore that in order to acquire a full 
picture of the demonstration it is important to also perceive the collaborative nature 
of it. Naturally, it takes two people to do budo and stating that the demonstration is 
a shared project might seem self-evident. However, examining the micro-level 
intercorporeal negotiation between the teacher and the partner reveals how exactly 
the seemingly effortless collaboration is achieved. While the the epistemic (e.g. 
Heritage, 2012, 2013) and deontic (Stevanovic & Peräkylä, 2012) authority of the 
teacher is emphasized by the institutional setting, demonstrations are enabled by, 
and conducted in, constant embodied interaction with the partner and the students. 
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5 Discussion 
The previous section presented the main findings of the original articles. This 
section will discuss the relevance of these findings and identify the contribution 
this dissertation makes to previous research on instruction and demonstrations of 
physical skills. The introductory section presented the following research questions: 

1. How are the multimodal resources available to the teacher and the partner 
utilized to accomplish the depictive, supportive, and annotative aspects of 
demonstrations? What is the relationship between verbal, embodied and 
material resources in the establishment and advancement of demonstrations, 
and how are these resources made available in situ? 

2. How are the depictive, supportive and annotative aspects of demonstrations 
performed in collaboration between participants? How are demonstrations 
established and carried out in interaction? 

The two central themes of these questions are multimodality (Research Questions 
1, henceforth referred to as RQ1) and collaboration (Research Questions 2, 
henceforth referred to as RQ2). The original articles have answered the research 
questions from their own perspectives while providing more detailed examinations 
of the phenomena of activity phase transitions (Article I), interactional parsing 
(Article II), and directives (Article III) within the context of budo instruction. 

The primary observation regarding the ways the multitude of interactional 
resources are combined and utilized during a demonstration is that generalizing 
them as cases where ‘the body shows, and the talk explains’ is a gross 
oversimplification (RQ1). While, certainly, the movement of bodies is central in 
the depiction (Clark & Gerrig, 1990, p.768) of a budo technique, and talk plays an 
equally important part in the annotation (p. 768) of it, these aspects of the 
demonstration are co-dependent and emerge in situ within the contextual 
configuration (Goodwin, 2000) of the budo class (RQ1). The teachers and their 
partners do not simply ‘perform’ (Goffman, 1986, p. 124–125) the technique 
through their bodies, nor simply ‘describe’ it through talk. What sets the 
demonstration apart as a social and instructional action is the multimodal nature of 
it. As a general observation regarding the collaborativeness of the demonstrations 
(RQ2), it can be argued that depicting, supporting, and annotating a budo technique 
are all aspects of the demonstration that are dependent on the co-operative 
utilization of multiple resources of interaction. The following section (5.1) will 
discuss the research questions and findings in relation to the aspects of the 
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demonstration defined by Clark and Gerrig (1990) in more detail. Moreover, 
section 5.2, proposes a re-examination of these aspects to account for those 
explicitly social aspects which, at first, may seem to be incidental for the 
demonstration proper but, which, in fact, enable and maintain the demonstration. 
While the depictive, supportive and annotative aspects define the demonstration as 
an instructional event, the suggested interactive aspects define it as a collaborative 
event. 

5.1 The instructional aspects of the budo demonstration 

Clark and Gerrig (1990) introduce the aspects of the demonstration in a 
‘Goffmanian’ spirit, through an illustrative, but, ultimately, imaginary example of 
‘Alice’ demonstrating to ‘Ben’ how the tennis player John McEnroe serves aces. 
This fictional example features one demonstrator and one observer, who may or 
may not be expected to be able to imitate the taught tennis serve. Certainly, the 
aspects of the demonstration Clark and Gerrig introduce are valid and recognizable. 
However, examining recordings of naturally-occurring demonstrations and 
applying video-based conversation analytic methodology reveals that the three 
aspects – depictive, supportive, and annotative – do not necessarily constitute a 
complete picture of the demonstration as an interactional event. Certainly, this is 
largely due to the fact that the context examined in this thesis, budo instruction, 
features two demonstrating parties, the teacher and their partner, in addition to the 
observing parties. As a consequence, a great deal seems to be happening during the 
budo demonstration that does not necessarily fit neatly into any of the three 
categories introduced by Clark and Gerrig (1990). 

’Depiction’, the process of enacting the original referent (e.g. a BJJ choke), is 
an inherently embodied endeavor, and as prior research has shown, it is primarly 
achieved through embodied demonstrations (e.g. Goodwin, 2003; Stukenbrock, 
2004; Nishizaka, 2006; Lindwall & Lymer, 2014; Keevallik, 2015). While the 
depiction of the referent budo technique is, by necessity, achieved through the 
movement of the body, depiction is enabled and maintained via multiple other 
modalities (RQ1). This becomes readily evident already before the demonstration 
begins. Budo techniques are not depicted where and whenever, but, rather, require 
a transition phase during which the physical and temporal setting for the 
demonstration is established. As Article I shows, the depiction can only begin after 
the students have joined the shared participation framework of the teaching phase 
and signaled this to the teacher through their embodied orientation. This temporal, 
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spatial and participatory transition is a multimodal project, featuring diverse 
communicative moves, employed in the relatively fixed order introduced in Article 
I. These communicative moves themselves, however, are not representations of the 
original referent. A budo technique, when performed, in Goffman’s (1986, p.21–39) 
terms, in its untransformed ‘primary framework’, is not dependent on when and 
where it is performed or who observes it. Therefore, it can be concluded that while 
enabled by other modalities, the budo depiction always maintains the strictly 
embodied modality of the original referent. 

Naturally, the depiction of a budo technique is an inherently collaborative 
process (RQ2). Techniques have to be applied against partners who have to actively 
play the role of the uke in the demonstration. Certain martial arts (aikido being a 
typical example) explicitly highlight the importance of intersubjective 
understanding (Schegloff, 1992) between the two parties, the tori and the uke, both 
in the depiction and the practice of the demonstrated techniques. While experienced 
aikidokas can certainly spar in the sense that the particular attacks and counter-
attacks applied are not necessarily agreed upon in advance, the strict katas of the 
discipline do limit the potential ways of responding to the opponent’s movements. 
The data suggests that the role of the uke in judo and BJJ seems to be more clearly 
attributed with a certain sense of assumed resistance and unpredictability that has 
to be overcome by the tori. In the data, this is reflected by the uke in judo and BJJ 
requiring more explicit guidance than the typical aikido uke on when, how much, 
and what kind of resistance they are expected to offer. In all three disciplines the 
tori and the uke are in an antagonistic relationship, the uke always to some extent 
attempting to thwart the tori’s actions. Across all three disciplines, however, the 
partner always complies to the directives of the teacher11. Here, then, an important 
distinction arises between the participatory roles of the uke and the partner. The 
uke provides appropriate resistance to the tori in the context of the budo depiction, 
but at the same, in the role of the partner, they act in accordance with the guidance 
provided by the teacher within the context of the budo demonstration. As Article 
III shows, the uke can also influence what is depicted during the demonstration. In 
cases where the verbal annotation by the teacher frames the depiction as non-

                                                        
11 This is an observation regarding almost any demonstration of physical skill which requires two or 
more people to coordinate their conduct. The researcher recently came across one of the few settings 
where the partner is not expected to comply with the teacher’s actions during the demonstration while 
observing a midwife (teacher) demonstrate how to change the diaper of a newborn baby (partner). 
Beyond such specific contexts featuring incapable, incapacitated, or hostile partners, shared 
demonstrations always require compliance.  
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optimal, the partner can provide an accounting depiction, showing why exactly the 
variation of the technique is not ideal. It can therefore be concluded that the 
depiction of a budo technique is a pseudo-antagonistic physical exchange 
conducted in close collaboration between the tori and the uke. This collaborative 
exchange, however, is framed within a larger context of the demonstration, which 
in turn is an interactional event led by the teacher within the affordances provided 
by the partner and the students, as shown by Article I.  

The budo depiction is at its core an interaction between the tori and the uke. 
Supportive aspects of the demonstration, on the other hand, include more 
participants: the teacher, the partner, and the students. Clark and Gerrig (1990, p. 
768) define the supportive aspects of the demonstration as follows: 

Other aspects of a demonstration are not themselves depictive aspects, but are 
necessary as support in the performance of the depictive aspects. In Alice’s 
demonstration, let us say, these include her use of slow motion, the lack of a 
real ball and racket (so she could slow down her actions), and the use of her 
right hand, McEnroe being left-handed. 

Supportive aspects are, in other words, modifications done to the performance 
which make the depictive aspects more salient and easily observable to the co-
participants. To a large extent, supportive aspects are conducted through the 
movement of the body (RQ1), preserving the original modality of the depiction. 
Certain phenomena discussed in the original articles do seem to match this 
description very well, most notably the communicative moves of the transition 
(Article I), parsing (Article II), the return-practice (Article II) and guiding (Article 
III). As Article I shows, the demonstration is physically and temporally organized, 
via a variety of multimodal communicative moves, during the transition phase in a 
way which maximizes the witnessability (Nevile, 2007) of the ensuing depiction. 
The budo techniques are depicted typically in the center of the tatami, ensuring 
mutual visual access. Therefore, it could be argued that sport-specific spatial and 
material configurations are relevent modalities for supporting the depiction. The 
same can be said about the timing of the depiction. Demonstrations are initiated 
only at times when the students’ practice is least likely to be disturbed. The material 
and temporal contexts, established through the communicative moves introduced 
in Article I, are therefore crucial for a successful depiction to ensue. By parsing, 
physically halting the depiction, the budo technique is divided into more easily 
observable segments of depiction. In this way the teacher can introduce a fast-paced 
and complicated technique phase by phase, thus facilitating easier observation of 
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the particular details of the technique. At the same time, parsing enables annotation 
as it allows the teacher to verbalize the individual phases, discuss details of the 
technique and provide commentary on the advantages and disadvantages of 
performing these phases in particular ways between the segments of depiction. The 
return-practice can be seen as another supportive aspect of the demonstration, as it 
allows the teacher to return to prior phases and depict them anew, focusing on 
particular details or alternative ways of performing the technique. As discussed in 
Article II the return-practice is a hybrid construction (Mori & Hayashi, 2006) 
comprising of a physical retraction of the two depicting bodies into a prior phase 
of the technique and verbal and/or non-verbal ‘phase-clarifying actions’ (PCAs). 
Finally, by guiding the partner through verbal, embodied, and sport-specific 
pragmatic cues, the teacher supports the depiction by ensuring its unhindered 
advancement. 

The supportive aspects of the budo demonstration are produced jointly by all 
of the co-participants (RQ2). The students, through the affordances created by their 
embodied conduct, enable the onset of the depiction, as Article I shows. They also 
actively engage in maintaining the participation framework (e.g. Goodwin, 2000) 
of the demonstration through their embodied orientation. As Article II shows, 
parsing and the return-practice are tools which are employed together with the 
partner. Rather than continuing with the technique, the partners also halt the 
production of their part of the depiction, upon realizing that the teacher has stopped 
advancing the technique. This, naturally, calls for pragmatic knowledge regarding 
the movements of which the depicted technique is comprised. The partners respond 
to the teachers suddenly halting their movements by adopting the role of the partner, 
the responsive co-participant of the demonstration, as opposed to the role of the 
uke, the opposing co-participant of the depiction.  

The annotative aspects of the demonstration “[…] add as commentary on what 
is being demonstrated” (Clark & Gerrig, 1990. p.768). Clark and Gerrig (ibid.) go 
on to state that the commentary might take the form of talk, facial expressions and 
vocalizations. Annotation in the budo demonstrations seems to take place either 1) 
before or between individual showings of a technique (individual judo throws 
within the same teaching phase for instance), as a type of prospective or 
retrospective commentary to them; or 2) “simultaneously” with the depiction of an 
individual showing, occurring within the interphasal spaces created through parsing. 
While not discussed in the original articles, the data suggests that annotation taking 
place outside the actual depiction tends to be verbally more explicit, with relatively 
lengthy and complete syntactic structures, whereas annotation taking place between 
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phases of depiction is more multimodal, featuring embodied, emergent syntax 
(Hopper, 1998; Auer, 2009) enabled by the movement of the two demonstrating 
bodies through the depiction (RQ1). The ’teaching-projector’, one of the 
communicative moves discussed in Article I, takes place before the onset of the 
actual depiction and, as such, is a form of prospective annotation intended for the 
students. At the same time, the teaching-projector also supports the depiction by 
giving guidance to the partner as to which technique might be discussed in the 
ensuing demonstration. The phase-clarifying actions, in turn, can be seen as forms 
of real-time annotation, and, as Article II shows, their linguistic design is typically 
highly indexical and connected to the physical configuration of the two 
demonstrating bodies. At the same time, phase-clarifying actions also provide an 
account for the retraction to a prior phase in the technique, and may therefore, be 
thought to have a supportive function as well. Finally, certain forms of verbal 
guidance, as illustrated in Article III, can also have an annotative purpose. 
Declarative descriptives (Schindler, 2017) function both as annotative 
verbalizations of the partner’s actions (“the arm around my head” in Excerpt 13, 
section 4.3) to the students, and also as supportive directives to the partner. While 
the verbalization of the technique is typically done by the teacher, either between 
or during the demonstration, the partner can also engage in the annotation of the 
budo technique (RQ2). They too can comment on their own, or the teacher’s 
performance either verbally or through embodied means. Perhaps the most 
convincing evidence of collaborative annotation is seen in the instances of other-
completion (Keevallik, 2013b), where the annotative syntactic structure initiated 
by the teacher is brought to an embodied close by the partner, as is also illustrated 
in Article II.  

It is evident that several of the phenomena discussed in this dissertation and 
the original articles do not neatly fit into the three established categories. For 
instance, guidance to the partner may simultaneously function as annotation to the 
students and support the continuation of the depiction; and as a communicative 
move utilized in transitions, the teaching-projector supports the depiction, but also 
functions as annotation. Only the depictive aspects of the demonstration seem to be 
unambiguous: they are movements of the body that always simply re-enact the 
original referent. Complicating the categorization further are the seemingly 
‘incidental’ aspects of the demonstration, which Clark & Gerrig (1990, p. 768) 
define as: 
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[…] aspects he or she [the demonstrator] has no specific intentions about. They 
are what is left over once the depictive, supportive, and annotative aspects have 
been chosen. In our example these might include the way Alice steps up to the 
base line, holds the ball in her fingers, and works her jaw. 

From the point of view of conversation analytic research, the notion of intention, 
or lack of it, is problematic. As Mondada (2018, p. 86) argues, it is impossible to 
determine which of the multitude of modalities and resources available in 
interaction the participants treat as meaningful without examining the local ecology 
(Mondada, 2016) of the interaction event. Certainly, when looking at a transition 
from practicing to teaching for instance, the way the teacher ‘steps up’ to the center 
of the tatami (a semantically meaningful location in budo sports) is in no way 
incidental. Simultaneously, how and when exactly Alice steps up to the base line (a 
semantically meaningful location in tennis), can certainly be thought to 
communicate to Ben that a demonstration of a serve is about to occur. Such 
movements may be incidental for the ensuing depiction, but are crucial for the 
demonstration. The only way to attempt to determine which features of the 
demonstration the participants themselves consider to be meaningful or incidental 
is the next-turn proof procedure (Sacks et al. 1974) and the subsequent examination 
of the demonstration as a sequence of social actions. 

5.2 The interactive aspects of the budo demonstration 

For a demonstration to be understood as a demonstration, it needs to at least feature 
a depiction of the original referent and an observing party. This bare minimum is 
rarely enough though. To achieve the purpose of the demonstration, whether that 
purpose be instructional (as in budo class), or evidential (as in story-telling for 
instance), the depiction has to be ‘staged’ (Clark, 2016) through interactional means. 
Rather than attempting to categorize each utterance or movement of the body as 
supportive or annotative, it might ultimately be more fruitful to examine how 
exactly do the demonstrators interactionally assist the observers in discerning the 
crux of the demonstration. 

Budo instructors primarily engage in two interactional frameworks: they 
interact with their partners and their students. The students and the partner have to 
be able discern which modalities and actions are part of the depiction of the original, 
taught, referent – a process which Clark and Gerrig (1990, p.768–769) call the 
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‘decoupling’ of the demonstration proper from the rest of the aspects. Cibulka 
(2014, p. 4) verbalizes this practical problem of decoupling in relation to gestures: 

Participants in interaction are constantly faced with the task of separating the 
wheat from the chaff, that is, differentiating between what parts of a gesturer’s 
movements are accountably produced and what parts are not. 

This differentiation is assisted by the teacher and, as discussed in Article III, the 
partner who scaffold the depiction with interactional cues. As partners in depiction, 
the tori and the uke share a joint responsibility to each other of advancing the 
depicted technique. As discussed in Article III, this shared responsibility usually 
materializes as unproblematic non-verbal exchanges of sport-specific and 
projectable interactional units (Lefebvre, 2016a). Ideally, the uke does not require 
explicit guidance from the tori for the depiction, with the exception of instances 
where the advancement of the technique is compromised. The depiction can be 
performed whenever and wherever, as long as both depicting parties are privy to a 
shared understanding of the technique being depicted. It is a ‘private’ physical act 
by two people which does not, by itself, carry any further interactional meaning to 
potential observers. It is by being observed by students and complemented with 
interactional aspects that a private depiction can be contextualized as part of a 
public demonstration.  

As partners in demonstration, the teacher and the partner share a joint 
responsibility to the student to advance the demonstration. This advancement is 
enabled by the supportive and annotative aspects. What is common to both the 
annotative and supportive aspects of the demonstration is that, unlike the depictive 
aspects, they can be more easily envisioned in terms of social actions. The 
demonstrating partners attempt to communicate something through them (either to 
each other or to the observers), perhaps most importantly the fact that the 
participants are expected to observe and learn the depicted technique; in other 
words, they are engaged in an instructional demonstration. Supportive or annotative 
actions discussed in this dissertation, such as the ‘communicative moves of the 
transition’ (Article I), ‘parsing’, the ‘return-practice’ and the ‘phase-clarifying 
actions’ (Article II), and ‘guiding’ (Article III), can consequently be described as a 
variety of social actions. Among a multitude of possible other functions, they 
summon, clarify, account, request, direct, and correct. For instance, the teaching-
projector, one of the first communicative moves employed in the activity-phase 
transition from practicing to teaching, can have multiple social functions: it can 
function as a summons by drawing the attention of the practicing students; it can 
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give an account for stopping the practice phase; and it can be a form of directive to 
both the partner and the students to dismantle their current participation 
frameworks and engage in a shared teaching event. Parsing, the act of halting the 
depiction at key moments in the depiction, can be seen as a clarification, especially 
when followed by the return-practice and the phase-clarifying actions. Guiding, as 
already argued in Article III, is a specific type of directive encountered in contexts 
where a physical skill has to be demonstrated by two or more people. It is by 
examining the sequential context of these actions that their function can be 
discerned.  

The three aspects of demonstrations introduced by Clark and Gerrig (1990) – 
depictive, supportive, and annotative – are certainly recognizable. Equally 
recognizable is the demonstrator’s need to decouple them from each other for the 
benefit of the observers. However, Clark and Gerrig (1990) do not focus on how 
exactly this decoupling can be engineered and how it manifests in interaction. The 
present dissertation has shed some light on this question by examining naturally-
occurring demonstrations in their sequential context. The interactive aspects 
examined in the three original articles are all communicative tools which both assist 
the students in discerning the depictive core of the demonstration, as well as 
establish and maintain the demonstration as an instructional social event. 

5.3 Concluding remarks 

This dissertation has examined the multimodal and collaborative nature of the budo 
demonstrations. The goal has been to discern firstly how, and secondly by whom 
the demonstration is conducted. The findings discussed in this dissertation provide 
potential insights across three domains. Firstly, this dissertation suggests a 
definition for the concept of ‘demonstration’, as understood in the field of 
interaction research and multimodal conversation analysis. Secondly, this 
dissertation provides potential insights for the research of teaching and instructing, 
particularly in relation to the teaching of physical skills. Finally, the results of this 
dissertation may serve to bring to light some of the practices routinely utilized by 
sports coaches, instructors and practitioners. 

Across the field of interaction research, a plethora of terms have been used to 
refer more or less the same phenomena: the “performances of a tasklike activity out 
of its usual functional context in order to allow someone who is not the performer 
to obtain a close picture of the doing of the activity” (Goffman, 1986, p.66). 
Scholars have used concepts such as ‘(bodily) quoting’ (Keevallik, 2010), 
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‘(re-)enactment’ (Tutt & Hindmarsh, 2011; Holt, 2007; Sidnell, 2006; Streeck, 
2002), and (embodied) instructions (Evans & Reynolds, 2006; Lindwall & Lymer, 
2014; Hindmarsh et al. 2014) to describe somewhat similar phenomena. While by 
no means interchangeable, such concepts (and many other more colloquial ones: 
‘showing’, ‘correcting’, ‘illustrating’, ‘performing’) all seem to refer to keyings 
(Goffman, 1986) of the original referent. They are transformations of the original, 
actual event, removed from the ‘primary framework’ (p. 21–39) in which they 
originally appear in their untransformed form. Depending on the context, they all 
may carry different interactional functions. Rather than suggesting that the budo 
demonstration is in some way a unique complement to, or indeed, even discernible 
from such well-established concepts, this dissertation proposes that all such 
keyings are ultimately ‘demonstrational’. By this is meant that they all share a 
general structure of 1) depiction, upon and around which 2) the interactional aspects 
build a particular context. While the modality of the depiction is dependent on the 
original referent, the modality of these contextualizing interactional aspects is 
virtually impossible to demarcate without observing their local ecology (Mondada, 
2016). In the context of dance instruction, the bodily quotations (Keevallik, 2010) 
are embodied depictions of the students’ performance which are framed through 
talk and other modalities as ‘correct’ or ‘incorrect’, thus establishing the corrective 
interactional purpose of this type of demonstration. Enactments, as Keevallik (2010) 
argues, in turn, are demonstrations where the depiction is contextualized as 
representative of the ‘character’ of the participant whose actions are being enacted 
via the use of personal pronouns and person suffixes. The interactional context and, 
consequently, the modalities of establishing it may vary, but all the different 
variations of such keyings are always build around a core of depiction. Hence, 
‘demonstration’ may be seen as a catch-all category for all such ‘non-serious’ 
transformations (Goffman, 1986).  

The context of the budo demonstration is a unique one. Prior 
ethnomethodological and conversation analytic studies have, apart from a few 
exceptions (e.g. Keevallik, 2015, 2014a, 2014b 2013a, 2013b, 2010; Stukenbrock, 
2014) explored ‘private’ demonstrations between one demonstrator and one or 
more observers. The triad formed by the teacher, the partner, and the students 
provides a rich environment for examining the nature of joint teaching of physical 
skills. All three original articles provide insights into the way the budo 
demonstration is managed and advanced in collaboration. Article I exposes the 
importance of the affordances provided by the students’ embodied conduct for the 
initiation of the demonstration. Article II, examines the interactional aspects 
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utilized by the teacher to account and clarify details of the technique, actively 
maintaining shared intersubjective understanding. Finally, Article III shows that the 
teacher and the partner share a joint responsibility for the advancement of the 
depiction, the teacher only invoking his epistemic (e.g. Heath, 1992) and deontic 
(Stevanovic & Peräkylä, 2012) authority to guide the partner when the 
advancement of the depiction is compromised. While this dissertation has not 
delved deeply into academic research of education or pedagogy, it is tempting to 
treat the deeply collaborative and reciprocal nature of budo instruction as evidence 
in support of socio-constructivist views on teaching and learning (e.g. Palincsar, 
1998). On a more general level, teaching through demonstrations seems to be a 
distinctly human ability. While animals may learn through imitating and observing 
each other, in fact, certain species have even been shown to change their behaviour 
specifically for teaching purposes (e.g Caro & Hauser, 1992; Kitchener, 1999; 
Maestripieri, 1995), the ability to apply language to annotate and support a 
depiction of a physical skill seems to only occur among humans (Thornton & 
Raihani, 2008). Therefore, to examine demonstrations of physical skills is to also 
examine the fundamentally humane ability to imagine a scene from the observer’s 
viewpoint and modify one’s own conduct to enhance this viewpoint – and therefore 
to help uncover what makes humans the greatest teachers in the animal kingdom. 

Finally, this dissertation contributes to a nascent body of multidisciplinary 
research literature on martial arts and combat sports (e.g. Wacquant, 2004; 2005; 
Spencer, 2009; Bar-On Cohen, 2009; Schindler, 2017; Okada, 2013; Lefebvre, 
2016a; 2016b). The findings and phenomena discussed in these studies and this 
dissertation are unlikely to introduce any new practical insights to practitioners on 
how to conduct themselves during a budo class as instructors, partners or students. 
Quite the opposite, and as Garfinkel (1967) might argue: budo practitioners are the 
experts whose conduct can teach the researcher a great deal. This, as Evans (2013, 
p.313) argues, “[…] might be disappointing to those who expect sociological 
inquiries to reveal” hidden”, and possibly power-laden, orderliness underlying the 
surface appearance of social phenomena”. Nonetheless, while coaching and 
instructing have become subjects of increased academic interest during the last 
decade (Day, 2013) there is still a call for scholarly examinations of coach-athlete 
interactions as they appear in real-life (see e.g. Nelson & Colquhoun, 2013; Groom 
& Nelson, 2013). Sports and coaching have largely been examined either through 
a macro-level sociological lens, with the focus on societal aspects such as power 
relations, race and gender, or through a biomedical lens, with the focus on athlete 
performance. Detailed conversation analytic examinations help uncover the 
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‘missing whatness’ of sports teaching and coaching (Evans, 2013), the actual 
practices of interaction employed during the moments of instructing and coaching. 
Such examinations, therefore, complement the academic understanding of 
coaching and instructing by focusing on the interpersonal communications of the 
participants. A micro-level exposing of the interactional practices routinely 
encountered in the budo class may disclose to the practitioners and instructors 
potentially problematic moments in instruction. Similarly, they may highlight 
particularly effective practices. In either case, it is evident that coaches and 
instructors can benefit from interactional and interpersonal research approaches, 
which together with biomedical and societal enquiries, can provide a holistic 
examination of sports and sports teaching as phenomena. 

 From the academic point of view, examining combat sports exposes to scrutiny 
many fascinating interactional and instructional practices, many of them related to 
the ways in which human bodies can simultaneously function as the taught subject 
matter and the teaching material. Furthermore, the antagonistic nature of budo 
instruction presents a unique context for the examination of joint teaching as the 
successful depiction of a budo technique calls for resistance from the opponent, 
while a successful demonstration calls for collaboration from the partner. Budo 
practitioners continuously balance between what Goffman (1986) would call 
frameworks of ‘serious’ and ‘non-serious’ actions. As this dissertation has shown, 
by exploring some of the interactional tools the practitioners routinely employ to 
decouple the depiction from the demonstration and the opponent from the partner, 
the practitioners themselves do not treat this balancing act as in any way 
problematic. The teaching and learning of budo is based on a unique mixture of 
competition and collaboration, as verbalized by one of the aikido teachers in the 
data upon halting the demonstration: 

I stop. Normally, I don’t stop. It’s just for the learning. 
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