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Sokol, Robin, Taking the next step in a collaborative project: A multimodal
analysis of verbal and embodied actions at the computer. 
University of Oulu Graduate School; University of Oulu, Faculty of Humanities, English
Acta Univ. Oul. B 181, 2021
University of Oulu, P.O. Box 8000, FI-90014 University of Oulu, Finland

Abstract

This dissertation examines social and embodied actions used by participants in collaborative
project-making at the computer. More specifically, this monograph studies the multimodal aspects
of some recurring practices used by participants to take the next step in a collaborative setting. The
practices studied are: first, proposing a next action, and displaying it as immediate or remote,
second, pointing at or “in” the screen with physical and digital pointing gestures and establishing
a joint focus of attention, and third, going from information-searching to typing. The analyses are
carried out using multimodal Conversation Analysis as a methodology, and the data consist of 9
hours of English and French video-recorded data of university students working as pairs at the
computer.

The first part of the study examines the formats of proposals, and the embodied actions
deployed along with them, produced by participants to propose a next action. Observations of the
data show that three formats are predominantly used: Should/Shall we X, Let’s X, and Do we X.
The analyses demonstrate that participants use the formats Should/Shall we X and Let’s X to
propose immediate actions, and the format Do we X to propose remote actions. The analyses also
put forward the role played by embodied actions to display the nature of the proposed next action.

The second part studies physical and digital pointing gestures at or “in” the screen, and how
referrers assess the establishment of a joint focus of attention after a pointing gesture. The analyses
demonstrate that referrers rely on the sequential relevance of the recipients’ second pair part to
establish whether a joint focus of attention has been established. Moreover, this part provides
insight into the use of the mouse cursor as a resource to produce intelligible actions through digital
pointing and highlighting gestures.

The third part examines the unfolding of multimodal actions routinely employed by
participants to search for information, to go from searching to typing, and to type. The analyses
demonstrate that these actions are organised in phases, necessarily following each other in a
specific order and leading to the next. This part analyses the multimodal actions of each phase.
The findings show how participants organise the development of their collaborative work step-by-
step.

Keywords: collaboration, computer, conversation analysis, multimodality, project-
making, social interaction





Sokol, Robin, Siirtyminen yhteisprojektin seuraavaan vaiheeseen: Kielelliset ja
keholliset toiminnot tietokoneen äärellä ja niiden multimodaalinen analyysi. 
Oulun yliopiston tutkijakoulu; Oulun yliopisto, Humanistinen tiedekunta, Englannin kieli
Acta Univ. Oul. B 181, 2021
Oulun yliopisto, PL 8000, 90014 Oulun yliopisto

Tiivistelmä

Tässä väitöskirjassa tutkitaan vuorovaikutustilanteita, joissa kaksi henkilöä tekee yhdessä tieto-
koneen ääressä PowerPoint-esitystä. Tutkimus keskittyy puheen ja kehon sosiaalisiin toimintoi-
hin, joita osallistujat käyttävät esityksen tekemiseen. Työ kuvaa tarkemmin kolmea vuorovaiku-
tuskäytännettä. Ensimmäiseksi työssä kuvataan seuraavan toiminnan ehdottamista ja ehdotuk-
sen merkitsemistä joko välittömästi tai myöhemmin toteutettavaksi. Toiseksi työ keskittyy tieto-
koneen ruudulla näkyvän asian osoittamiseen. Osoittaminen tehdään joko kehollisesti (esim.
osoittavalla eleellä) tai digitaalisesti (esim. hiiren kursorin avulla tai maalaamalla tekstiä). Kol-
manneksi työssä tutkitaan siirtymiä, joissa osallistujat siirtyvät tiedon etsimisestä kirjoittami-
seen. Tutkimuksessa käytetään multimodaalisen keskustelunanalyysin menetelmää. Aineiston
muodostaa yhdeksän tuntia englannin ja ranskankielistä videomateriaalia, jossa yliopisto-opiske-
lijat työskentelevät pareittain tietokoneella.

Väitöskirjan ensimmäinen analyysiluku tarkastelee ehdotuksia, joissa ehdotetaan siirtymistä
seuraavaan toimintaan. Aineiston pohjalta analysoidaan kolmea kielellistä tapaa, joilla ehdotuk-
set muotoillaan: Should/Shall we X, Let’s X, ja Do we X. Analyysi osoittaa, että osallistujat hyö-
dyntävät näitä muotoiluja ilmaistessaan joko ehdotetun toiminnan välittömyyttä, sitä että toimin-
ta tulee toteuttaa tässä ja nyt, tai toiminnan etäisyyttä, sitä että toiminta voidaan toteuttaa myö-
hemmin.

Väitöskirjan toinen analyysiluku tarkastelee fyysisiä ja digitaalisia osoittavia eleitä, jotka
kohdistuvat tietokoneen ruutuun tai tapahtuvat ”ruudussa”, sekä sitä, miten osoittajat arvioivat
yhteisen huomion kohteen luomisen onnistumista. Tutkimus osoittaa, että arvio onnistumisesta
tehdään vastaanottajien vierusparien jälkijäsenen yhteydessä. Väitöskirjan toinen osa havainnol-
listaa myös hiiren kursorin käyttöä digitaalisena osoittavana tai maalaavana eleenä ja kuvaa sen
tärkeää merkitystä yhteisen ymmärryksen rakentumisessa.

Väitöskirjan kolmas analyysiluku tarkastelee osallistujien multimodaalisia toimintoja heidän
etsiessään tietoa, siirtyessään tiedon etsimisestä kirjoittamiseen, sekä kirjoittaessaan tekstiä
PowerPoint-esitykseen. Analyysi osoittaa, että nämä toiminnot järjestyvät vaiheittain, tiettyä jär-
jestystä noudattaen.

Asiasanat: keskustelunanalyysi, multimodaalisuus, projektityö, sosiaalinen
vuorovaikutus, tietokone, yhteistyö
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1 Introduction  

Information Technology (IT) has had thriving developments since the second half 

of the 20th century. Extremely large and inconvenient computers have been turned 

into Personal Computers (PCs), and new devices, such as laptops, smartphones, 

and tablets, have slowly but surely integrated into everyday life. These devices offer 

a wide range of new affordances and new ways to work, to entertain people, to 

organize everyday life, and so on. And with these new affordances come new 

practices. To illustrate what these new practices are, it is easy to imagine that a 

project will be accomplished in drastically different ways whether it is done as a 

manuscript with a pen and paper, or as a digital file on a computer with specialised 

software. 

The starting point of this dissertation is the following question: how do people 

interact with and around technology? Studies on the use of technology in human 

interactions are numerous, however their aim often ultimately revolves on 

improving technology itself, and the human element is taken for granted. Yet the 

entanglement of digital technologies and human everyday life is clear, and treating 

both with equal importance is key in designing and developing the former for the 

benefit of the latter. The objective of this dissertation is to study how participants 

use social and embodied actions, such as proposals and pointings, while they are 

collaborating at the computer. These actions are routinely carried out by social 

actors in any settings. By studying them when they are used at the computer, the 

analyses provide insight into the way participants adapt to technology, and can 

potentially inform its design to empower social actors. 

While this dissertation focuses on interactions at the computer, it also focuses 

on the collaborative aspect of these interactions. Collaboration is defined as the 

joint achievement of a common task or project by several people (strictly pairs in 

the data used for this dissertation). Collaboration implies the use of specific 

practices or social actions in interaction between social actors to achieve their task. 

For example the following three studies, among many others, on collaboration in 

interaction, serve to highlight the variety of contexts in which collaboration can be 

found and to present some practices employed by participants to collaborate. Yasui 

(2013) has studied the role of gestures in collaborative brainstorming by college 

students during the production of a short film. This study demonstrates that the 

repetition or modification of gestures participate in the collaborative achievement 

of ongoing tasks by displaying complete or partial acceptance of proposals. Nissi 

(2015) studies the collaborative process of writing text in multiparty meeting 
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interaction overall involving around 20 people. She demonstrates that proposals 

and writing are intertwined, enabling a step-by-step creation and edition of the 

written document. Luff et al. (2014) inform the design of media spaces through the 

use of CA. Media spaces are audiovisual environments facilitating remote work, 

particularly by making the sharing of documents easy. In their article, through a 

case analysis, they demonstrate  how some of their design decisions, such as having 

cameras dedicated not only to showing documents but also the environments 

directly around them, facilitates transitions between different kind of activities by 

giving additional clues to the participants. 

The study of collaborative work at the computer is at the centre of the field of 

research in Computer-Supported Cooperative Work (CSCW). Its aim can be 

summarised as “an endeavor to understand the nature and requirements of 

cooperative work with the objective of designing computer-based technologies for 

cooperative work arrangements” (Schmidt and Bannon, 1992, p. 11). CSCW has 

two objectives: first, it is to understand the nature and the requirements of the 

cooperative work being studied. And second, it is to design technologies to help 

and support said cooperative work. As such, CSCW is an interdisciplinary field 

where ethnography informs the design of software and hardware (Crabtree et al., 

2012; Bloomberg & Karasti, 2013). 

Following the aims and objectives of CSCW research, this dissertation aims to 

better understand practices deployed by social actors in collaborative work at the 

computer by using Conversation Analysis (CA) as a methodology. ‘Practices’ must 

be understood in this dissertation as the deployment of linguistic and embodied 

resources in a methodical and accountable way, as well as in a publicly and 

mutually recognizable way. More precisely, the dissertation aims at studying 

practices observed to be used routinely by university students to further advance 

their collaboration while working on PowerPoint presentations. Three practices are 

studied: proposing and organising immediate or remote actions, locating elements 

on the screen through physical and digital pointing gestures, and organising 

episodes going from information-searching to typing.  

This dissertation offers insight into the unfolding of collaborative project-

making at the computer. It demonstrates how participants take the next step, and 

display their action as being a next step, in collaboration. Multimodal elements, 

such as talk and gaze, as well as diverse manipulations of the computer, for example 

placing one’s hands on or removing them from the keyboard, or deploying physical 

pointing gestures at the screen and digital pointing gestures “in” the screen, are 

shown to be key elements used by participants in this achievement. 
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Within CA, proposals have been described as social actions implying joint 

decisions (Stevanovic, 2012), projecting an acceptance or a rejection as the next 

action (Houtkoop-Streenstra, 1987), and putting forward the possibility of a next 

action. As such, they seem particularly useful in collaborative contexts. Proposals 

have been studied in a variety of settings. Asmuβ and Oshima (2012) study 

proposals in two-party strategy meetings at the workplace, along with the 

negotiation of roles, aligning and affiliative moves, and the question of entitlement. 

They show that participants not only orient to the acceptance or rejection of 

proposals, but also to their entitlement to produce them. They also show that 

multimodal resources such as gaze, typing and the projection of the computer are 

used by participants to display alignment and affiliation. Stivers and Sidnell (2016) 

study proposals for activity collaboration produced by children playing in 

kindergarten. They show that speakers routinely use the format Let’s X to produce 

proposals disjunct from the ongoing activity, and the format How about X to 

produce proposals building on the ongoing activity. Stevanovic (2013) studies 

proposals constructed as thoughts in interactions between Finnish pastors and 

cantors planning upcoming church events. She demonstrates that speakers can 

construct their proposals as thoughts in order to mitigate the pressure put on 

recipients to engage in joint decision-making. She also demonstrates that 

participants construct their proposals as thoughts along with asking conditionals 

(jos, “what if”), and stating conditionals. As this quick overview shows, the CA 

literature on proposals covers different interactional contexts. This dissertation 

participates to the development of a body of knowledge on the use of proposals in 

collaborative project-making at the computer. It brings insight into the formats used 

by participants in this context, the multimodal elements they use to display 

immediate or remote proposed next actions, and how the user/non-user of the 

computer dichotomy affects the production of proposals. 

Physical pointing gestures have been studied in multimodal CA, notably 

environmentally coupled gestures by C. Goodwin (2007). He describes them as 

pointing gestures which cannot be understood without considering structures in the 

environment surrounding them. Environmentally coupled gestures must be 

understood and analysed as the addition of the pointing itself, talk produced along 

with the pointing, and the artefact being pointed at. Within CSCW, pointing 

gestures have been studied in relation to video-mediated interactions (such as 

Skype calls). Luff et al. (2003) demonstrates that pointing in this setting is proving 

difficult for participants, as they do not share the same local ecology. They describe 

the ecology made visible to co-participants as “fragmented” from the local ecology 
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of speakers. Luff et al. (2014) confirm those findings, and further describe the local 

ecology as being comprised of the body of the pointer, the object being pointed at, 

and talk contextualising the pointing. This dissertation studies physical and digital 

pointing gestures in face-to-face collaboration at the computer, and aims at better 

understanding how participants deploy pointing gestures at or “in” the screen and 

how they assess the establishment of a joint focus of attention. It also contributes 

to the study of the mouse cursor used as a resource to produce intelligible actions 

in interaction through digital pointing gestures. 

Studies of episodes from information-searching to typing are sparse so far 

within CA. The aim of such a study in this dissertation is to identify and analyse 

the way in which participants routinely organise their work from information-

searching to typing while working on their project. An ‘episode’ represents the 

overall phenomenon during which participants routinely go from searching for 

information on webpages to typing said information on their slides. It will be 

demonstrated that within these episodes, interactions unfold in ‘phases’, that is to 

say, steps necessarily following each other in specific order (see Haddington & 

Rauniomaa, 2011 for an example of phases in attending and preparing to a mobile 

phone conversation in a car). Moreover, typing-in-interaction and the interweaving 

between talk and typing, described as “typing aloud” (Komter, 2006) and relatively 

understudied, is analysed as well. 

The main objective of this dissertation is to analyse how participants interact 

at the computer when doing a collaborative project, in order to better understand 

the ways in which they take the next step in their project. It is done by studying 

three practices observed to be routinely used by participants, each approached with 

these following questions: 

1. When participants produce proposals, they use different formats. What is the 

role of each of these formats, and the role of multimodal actions produced 

along with them? What is the relationship between the role of the user or non-

user of the computer and the production of these proposals? 

2. How do referrers draw their recipients’ attention to specific elements on the 

computer screen? Furthermore, following pointing gestures, how do they 

assess whether a joint focus of attention has been established? And moreover, 

in what ways are digital pointing gestures recognisable as meaningful gestures 

by participants, and part of intelligible actions in interaction? 
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3. How do participants routinely organise their collaboration to go from 

information-searching to typing? What are the elements constituting each of 

those phases, and why are they recognised by participants as leading to typing? 

An analytical chapter is devoted to each of these questions. In the first analytical 

chapter, the format of proposals produced by participants in collaborative project-

making at the computer is examined. It is demonstrated that each format is used by 

participants to advance specific interactional goals, revolving around displaying the 

next proposed action as being either immediate or remote, while collaborating at 

the computer. It is also demonstrated that users and non-users use the same formats 

in different sequential contexts and to fulfill different interactional goals. In the 

second analytical chapter, physical and digital pointing gestures at the screen are 

studied. These pointing gestures are analysed along with simultaneous talk. Talk 

and the pointing gestures form social actions drawing the recipients’ attention to 

specific elements on the screen. It is shown that referrers rely on the sequential 

relevance of the recipients’ second pair part in order to assess whether a joint of 

focus of attention has been established, confirming the findings of Hindmarsh and 

Heath (2000). Then, the analyses focus on embodied and on-screen actions 

produced by recipients following pointing gestures, and they demonstrate that 

referrers also use these actions as evidence to assess the establishment of a joint 

focus of attention. Finally, this analytical chapter focuses on digital pointing 

gestures, still mostly left untouched with CA literature, and analyses how they are 

treated as a resource used to produce meaningful actions in interaction at the 

computer. In the third analytical chapter, episodes of interactions going from 

information-searching to typing are studied. It is demonstrated that these episodes 

are divided into phases which necessarily follow each other. Each of these phases 

is analysed, with the aim of shedding light on the multimodal elements constituting 

them, and more globally, to better understand how participants organize themselves 

when their collaboration requires that they look for information, evaluate it, 

transition to typing, and add it to their project. 

This dissertation is organized as follows: chapter 2 presents the research 

materials used for this dissertation. They include video-recordings, screen-capture 

recordings, and transcriptions of talk, embodied gestures, and movements of the 

mouse cursor on screen. The method used to transcribe them is presented in chapter 

2.2. Chapter 3 presents the theoretical and methodological background used for this 

dissertation. It presents the theoretical roots of CA, then its methodological tools, 

and finally its multimodal approach. Then, the field of Interactional Linguistics is 
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presented in chapter 3.3, as it will be used in analytical chapter 4. Finally, in chapter 

3.4, the field of CSCW is presented, along with theoretical bridges developed 

between CA and CSCW, and previous research coupling the two. The three main 

questions of the dissertation are answered in chapters 4, 5 and 6. Chapter 4 analyses 

proposals and their formats, chapter 5 focuses on physical and digital pointing 

gestures, and chapter 6 studies episodes going from information-searching to 

typing. Finally, the findings are summarised in chapter 7. 
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2 Research materials 

This chapter presents the data used for this dissertation, as well as the conventions 

used for transcribing talk, embodied and on-screen actions such as mouse cursor 

movements. It also discusses the validity of experimental data in CA research. 

2.1 The data 

The data described in this chapter were collected for the purpose of the dissertation. 

They consist of approximately nine hours of audio and video recordings of 

collaborative project-making at the computer, totalling ten recordings. The 

practices studied in this dissertation have been observed to be frequently used by 

the participants across all recordings, and since the focus of this dissertation is to 

produce a qualitative study of some of the salient details of the interactions 

observed, a collection of this size is sufficient. Two languages are used in the data: 

around six hours of English and three hours of French. The data have been collected, 

transcribed and presented following the ethical guidelines of the University of Oulu 

and the Finnish Advisory Board on Research Integrity (TENK, 2019). Following 

TENK’s guidelines, participation in the recordings was strictly voluntary. The 

participants were informed about the nature of the recordings, as well as the 

researcher’s contact information, the research topic, the method used to collect the 

data and the time required for the recording sessions, the purpose for which the data 

were collected, and how they would be archived for secondary use. The data were 

stored on hard-drives (and on paper for the consent forms) and locked away. Each 

participant has given consent by reading and signing a consent form. The 

participants were able to choose how the data could be used (research material for 

the researcher only, teaching material used in the classroom, material for 

publications/conferences, and so on). Moreover, measures have been taken to 

ensure the anonymity of the participants: names or any elements in the transcripts 

(such as naming a city, a university or school for example) possibly leading to their 

identification have been modified. 

This dissertation uses data recorded in partially experimental settings. Usually, 

CA research is done by using naturally occurring interactions. This is due to the 

fact that CA presupposes that some of the key elements of interactions are their 

indexicality and that interactions are locally organised by the participants as they 

are unfolding. As a result, in order to study the organisation of these interactions, it 

is necessary to record them in the environment where they naturally emerge, with 
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participants who would naturally have these interactions (Mondada, 2013). The 

term ‘experimental data’ (also referred to as ‘laboratory data’ or ‘laboratory 

research’) here refers to data collected under conditions dictated by the 

researcher(s). There are different types of experimental data, ranging from highly 

directed recordings where participants’ behaviour is highly dictated, to recordings 

where only some key points are imposed on the participants. These kinds of data 

are usually avoided when doing CA research. However, as discussed by Kendrick 

(2017), experimental data can have a role to play within CA. Kendrick argues that 

some experimental data, under the right circumstances, can be useful for the field. 

For example, neuroimaging has been used in psycholinguistics to further study the 

organisation of turn-taking (see Bögels & Levinson, 2017 for a discussion on the 

topic), thus giving data and insight that could never have been obtained if we were 

to strictly follow the rule on naturally occurring data, because the equipment used 

are intrusive and have to be used in a lab. Similarly, cutting-edge technology which 

cannot be used in field yet, for example eye-tracking glasses and high definition 

cameras (Kendrick & Holler, 2017), motion-capture body suits (Stevanovic et al., 

2017), and sensors of electrodermal activities (Peräkylä et al., 2015) offer us brand 

new data but cannot be classified as strictly naturally occurring. 

Kendrick argues that a binary dichotomy between ‘naturally occurring’ and 

‘experimental’ data is inaccurate (see also Bavelas, 1995, and Speer, 2002 below). 

Rather, each side represents a method of recording along a continuum, with both 

ends representing “ideal” recording conditions which can never really be achieved. 

What matters, then, is for each researcher to carefully describe the conditions in 

which their recordings took place, so that the data can be placed on that continuum. 

These conditions have been evoked just above: they are related to the participants 

and their relationship to each other, the place of recording, and the task 

accomplished by the participants. Those conditions must be compared to naturally 

occurring interactions of that type. Kendrick goes on to say that together, these 

conditions refer to the ‘ecological validity’ of a recording, or in other words, how 

close the data are to the state of ‘naturally occurring’. For researchers, this means 

that a careful planning of the recording conditions can allow what could be referred 

to as ’experimental data’ to be quite similar to naturally occurring data, thus making 

valid for research the use of new data such as the ones obtained using eye-tracking 

devices, motion-capture body suits, or sensors of electrodermal activities. 

In a similar fashion, Speer (2002) discusses the sustainability of the distinction 

between ‘natural’ and ‘contrived’ data. She argues first that CA’s endogenous view 

of the production of context (Schegloff, 1997; Hutchby and Wooffitt, 1998) is not 
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compatible with the notion commonly met in CA that data collection methods can 

render data natural or not. If context is constructed locally in the here and now by 

participants, data gathering methods cannot have a deterministic impact on 

recorded interactions. Instead, she argues that the main criterion used to evaluate 

whether data is usable for research purposes should be the object of study itself. 

She follows Drew’s (1989) argument, which explains that if the presence of the 

camera alters the participants behaviour, and for example leads them to joke and 

laugh more often, then it is only a problem if the object of study is the frequency 

of jokes and laughter in interaction. On the other hand, the data would be usable to 

study the production of jokes in interaction for example. In other words, what 

should matter for researchers is whether their data gathering methods are 

procedurally consequential for the object of their research (see also Schegloff, 

1991:54ff). 

Going back to the data used for this dissertation, what follows in the next 

paragraph is a description of how data collecting and recording were organised in 

order to show that the data collection methods are procedurally inconsequential for 

the phenomena studied in this dissertation, and that the data are ecologically valid. 

The participants in the data are all university students at the University of Oulu 

in Finland. They were contacted by email based on their native language (English 

and French). I met individually the ones who responded favourably to tell them 

more about the recording sessions and to answer their questions. At the end of the 

meetings the participants then decided whether they wanted to volunteer or not. 

The volunteers were put into pairs according to their educational background in 

two broad categories which were particularly salient amongst the participants: 

humanities and engineering. Out of the ten pairs recorded, two pairs were 

acquainted with each other, while the rest did not know each other at all. Since most 

of the participants did not know each other, pairs of similar educational background 

were formed, and they worked on a project related to their background. To fit those 

two categories of educational background, two projects were designed for the 

purpose of the recordings, one for each background. Students in humanities were 

asked to work on a project entitled “How science has changed our daily lives”, and 

engineering students worked on the theme “New technologies and innovations”. 

Some guidelines were provided: the aim of the participants was to prepare a 

PowerPoint presentation on some of the most life-changing inventions or 

innovations throughout history. It was up to the participants to choose the 

inventions or innovations they wanted to present. The inventions or innovations 

chosen by the participants included electricity, the car, the airplane, genetically 
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modified crops, the micro-wave, the internet, and the mobile phone.  The task was 

designed so as to give the participants a broad framework within which they were 

free to organise their work the way they wanted to, and to resemble class 

assignments participants regularly have to work on and are familiar with. The 

recordings took place in a group-work room at the library and in the room of a 

research infrastructure (the LeaF Research Infrastructure, https://www.oulu.fi/leaf-

eng/). Once at the site of the recording, the participants were given an instruction 

sheet. Their questions were answered, and then the recording started. They were 

left alone for the entirety of it. 

It is important to note that although the participants were given a task and some 

guidelines, they were never directed in how they should undertake that task. In other 

words, the practices studied in this dissertation, namely proposals, pointing 

gestures and information-searching and typing were never the focus of study before 

the recordings took place, and the participants were never instructed to use those 

practices. The interactional phenomena analysed in this dissertation emerged 

naturally across all recordings, and it is this salience that motivates their study in 

this dissertation. It is argued here that the phenomena observed in the data and 

studied in this dissertation are not the result of a particular set of circumstances 

organised by the researcher, but rather are important, often crucial, and naturally 

occurring practices in the context of pairs of students working face-to-face on 

PowerPoint presentations at the computer. 

Once the data were collected, they were transcribed using the conventions 

followed in this dissertation. In parallel, preliminary examinations of the data were 

made and notes were taken about the most salient and recurrent practices used by 

participants. The practices noticed first were the use of proposals, apparent in the 

whole set of data, and the use of the mouse cursor to deploy digital pointings. 

During the analyses of digital pointings, it became clear that the existing 

transcription conventions were not designed to transcribe movements of the mouse 

on the screen. It took a few iterations to develop the conventions used in this 

dissertation and described in Chapter 2.2. The study of information-searching 

phases and typing-in-interaction started later, once preliminary work on proposals 

and digital pointings had already been done. 

The data collected are audio and video recordings and screen-capture videos 

done by software. In most of the recordings, the audio and video data were captured 

by a single camera. The camera was placed in a three-quarter back angle (see Figure 

1). 
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Fig. 1. Presentation of the data. 

This position made it possible to catch most of the features of the interactions 

between the participants, to see who is using the mouse or the keyboard, and to 

have a decent view of what is happening on screen. In some recordings, a second 

camera was placed in front of the participants. In almost all the recordings, the 

entirety of the screen and the actions produced on screen, such as moving the cursor, 

typing, clicking, opening or closing a new window, and so on, were being recorded 

by a screen-capture software. In one recording, the participants accidentally 

disabled the software, and in another the software was not installed on the laptop 

used. The software itself is mostly invisible and non-intrusive for participants, 

although they were told that it was being used. The data obtained with screen-

capture software consist of videos of good quality and good resolution. They offer 

researchers the possibility to see the screen in a way that is similar to what the 

participants see: text is easily readable, mouse movements are easily visible and 

traceable, and so on. This technique of recording essentially removes the hurdles 

tied to recording screens with cameras: small text is often impossible to read, 

participants can get in the way of the cameras, the screen can be too bright, and so 

on. More importantly, the screen-captured data can be easily synchronised with the 

audio-video data. It permits the integration of on-screen actions into the 

transcriptions via screenshots, and makes it possible to study those actions as part 

of the ongoing interaction. The recordings made with screen-capture software have 
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proved to be very useful for the analyses in the dissertation. Perhaps the clearest 

case of this fact is chapter 5 on the study of digital pointing gestures. Thanks to 

screen-capture data, the mouse cursor can be slowed down during its course to be 

observed easily. In this chapter, the trajectory of the mouse cursor is drawn on 

screenshots included into the transcripts in order to make visible on paper its 

position as the excerpt unfolds. This would be very difficult to do with data 

obtained from a camera pointed at the screen. 

This chapter has presented the data used for this dissertation and has discussed 

its validity in CA research. It has also presented how participants were contacted, 

and how data were collected. The next chapter presents in details the transcription 

method used in this dissertation. 

2.2 Transcription method 

One key element of doing Conversation Analysis is the transcription of audio and 

video materials, the data, collected. Even though transcriptions do not replace the 

data, they are particularly useful for presenting parts of interactions to other 

researchers or to the public. They also serve as a tool for doing analysis, and they 

can be presented as evidence for the analyses made. This dissertation uses the 

transcription convention system developed by Gail Jefferson (2004, see appendix 

for the full conventions). These detailed transcriptions are motivated by the fact 

that Conversation Analytical research draws its insight from studying how people 

design and produce their talk in relation to co-participants’ talk. 

When transcribing data for CA research, the aim is not only to transcribe 

precisely what is said, but also how it is said (ten Have, 1999), and when, in relation 

to prior or subsequent talk, or to other events (e.g. embodied actions). This is due 

to the fact that CA a priori treats any feature of talk as being important in the 

unfolding of the observed interaction, rather than irrelevant or accidental (Heritage, 

1987, p. 241). Transcribing data is not a neutral act (Green et al., 1997). Researchers’ 

transcriptions are always subjective, which is reflected in the inclusion and 

exclusion criteria the researchers apply in the transcriptions. As a result, this 

subjectivity could lead to problems of representation of the data. One way of 

solving this problem of subjectivity is to create several transcriptions of the same 

interaction based on the focus of research (Mishler, 1991). 

In CA, the scope of details included in transcriptions is large. First, 

transcriptions include the words spoken. They include grammatical mistakes, 

mispronunciations, repetitions, and any elements that might at first seem 
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superfluous. This also includes laughter, audible breathing, and sounds that are 

vocalised but are not recognised as words (mhm, uh-uh for example). Additionally, 

transcriptions include information about prosody and intonation. This includes 

marked changes in volume, in speed, and voice quality (i.e. a creaky voice, an 

imitation of someone else’s voice, and so on). Prosody (voice pitch i.e. intonation, 

stress, tone, rhythm) is also transcribed in two different ways. First, it is done when 

there is a variation in pitch in the pronunciation of a word. Second, the prosody at 

the end of a Turn Constructional Unit (TCU, see chapter 3.2.3) is systematically 

transcribed. Specifically, what is transcribed is rising, continuing, or falling 

intonation (using respectively a question mark, a comma, or a full stop). While 

TCU-final markers use grammatical punctuation, it is important to note that the 

punctuation in transcripts strictly refers to prosody and does not have any 

grammatical meaning: a question mark does not indicate a question, for example. 

Moreover, what is at stake when transcribing data is to give a proper 

presentation of the temporality of action around the words, and to represent the 

order of events and their temporal relation to each other. This is indicated in 

different ways in transcripts. Gaps, pauses and silences in talk are transcribed up to 

the tenth of a second. Overlapping talk (when two people or more are talking at the 

same time) is marked as precisely as possible, so that the beginning and the ending 

of overlaps are easily identifiable. Finally, it is important to note that transcripts are 

not set in stone. They are constantly evolving, especially as the researcher’s focus 

changes from one phenomenon to another (Gumperz & Berenz, 1993). 

In addition to the Jeffersonian conventions, this dissertation uses the Discourse 

Transcription conventions (Du Bois, Schuetze-Coburn, Cumming, & Paolino, 1993) 

to delimit talk into intonation units (IUs). The term intonation unit refers to “a 

stretch of speech uttered under a single coherent intonation contour” (ibid., p. 47). 

Du Bois et al. argue that talk is produced in prosodic chunks. These IUs were first 

considered to be important cognitively (Chafe, 1987, 1994, 1998). Chafe argues 

that due to cognitive limitations in interactions, a speaker can only introduce one 

new idea per IU. Later on, Park (2002) studied the interactional relevance of IUs 

and demonstrated that IUs can be manipulated according to the interactional needs 

of the participants. As such, on the one hand, an IU boundary can be produced 

before the end of a clause in order to produce an opportunity for the recipient to 

initiate a word search, and on the other hand IU boundaries can be skipped between 

clauses if the speaker needs to rush through several clauses. Kärkkäinen (2003) 

demonstrates the interactional relevance of IUs by studying markers of epistemic 

stance in English. She shows that the position of I think, either initially or in a 
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separate IU, achieves very different interactional goals. These findings motivate the 

use of IUs in all the transcriptions present this dissertation, while keeping the 

widespread Jeffersonian conventions in CA to transcribe the prosody at the end of 

each IU. 

The transcriptions of multimodal elements are inspired by the Mondada 

conventions (see Appendix II). In terms of multimodality, this dissertation mainly 

focuses on transcribing people’s gestures, and does not transcribe other multimodal 

features such as gaze, body posture, or movement through space. While the 

Mondada conventions offer a good basis to transcribe multimodal elements, it 

became clear after transcribing some of the data used for this dissertation that they 

would not suffice. Some key elements required news ways to be transcribed, 

particularly actions that were carried out by participants on the screen through the 

use of the mouse or the keyboard, for example typing or moving the mouse around. 

Moreover, the user/non-user dichotomy proved to be an important point of analysis 

for the subject of this dissertation, and as a result it was important to clearly and 

systematically show whether participants are one or the other. 

Below, the conventions developed for this dissertation are detailed, and an 

example is provided. First, throughout the dissertation, the participants marked as 

A in the transcripts are always users of the computer, and the participants marked 

as B are always non-users. Users are in charge of the mouse and keyboard, and all 

manipulations of the computer. These roles were established by the participants 

themselves at the beginning of their collaboration. In some rare cases in the data, 

temporary changes in those roles are observed, for example in one case the user 

considered the non-user more apt at looking for a specific picture on Google Image 

and asked the non-user if he wanted to achieve the search himself as the user. Those 

reversals in roles are always temporary. Some of the important gestures in this 

dissertation are pointing gestures in chapter 5, both physical and digital (done with 

the mouse cursor). The Mondada conventions are suitable for the transcription of 

physical pointing gestures, but some modifications and additions were needed in 

order to transcribe digital pointings precisely. These include the use of quotation 

marks (“ ”) when participants are reading aloud something present on the screen, 

and the use of superscript letters (a b c) to coordinate talk and mouse movements. 

Below is an example of these transcription conventions as they are used in the 

dissertation. 
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(1) Microwaves - 33:04  

 

01 SOP:   $“aapparaitb,” 

           “aappearsb,” 

   sop:     amoves mouse in position before pointingb 

          $ screenshot 

02 SOP:   b(0.4)c 

          ((small adjustments leading to the pointing)) 

03        “cau seizième siècle,” (0.2)c c(.)d d(0.5)e 

          “cin the sixteenth century,” (0.2)c c(.)d d(0.5)e 

   sop:    c---------pointing----------c 

                                    cretracting pointinge 

04 SOP:   “en Chine,” 

          “in China,” 

The transcription must be read along with the screenshot: on line 01, when 

“apparait” is pronounced, the speaker moves the mouse from point A to point B. 

These points are visible on the screenshot. On line 02, the small movement of the 

mouse cursor from B to C is done in silence. On line 03, the pointing is held, which 

is why talk and some silence are surrounded by the same letter c. It should be noted 

that superscripted letters are synchronised with the language the interaction took 

place in, even though they are present in the translation as well. With this system, 

talk and the movements of the mouse cursor can be precisely synchronised, and 

digital pointing gestures are presented to the reader within the ecology where they 

are produced, the screen. Now that the research materials, the ecological validity 
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of the data and the transcriptions methods have been presented, the next chapter 

focuses on presenting the theoretical and methodological background of the 

dissertation. 
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3 Theoretical and methodological background 

The aim of chapter 3 is to provide the theoretical background of this dissertation. 

This dissertation uses CA as its methodology. Before its tools and the concepts are 

introduced, two of its main influences on its development are presented: 

ethnomethodology as developed by Harold Garfinkel and the work of Erving 

Goffman revolving around the study of face-to-face interactions and Interaction 

Order.  CA and its methodological tools are presented in chapter 3.2. Following this, 

Interactional Linguistics (IL) is presented in chapter 3.3. Finally, chapter 3.4 

presents the field of Computer-Supported Cooperative Work (CSCW) and some of 

its literature, then it introduces the concept of ‘situated action’ in order to show how 

CA can inform CSCW, and finally it offers an overview of previous studies using 

CA or ethnomethodology to inform CSCW. 

3.1 Theoretical background of Conversation Analysis in sociology 

Ethnomethodology is a discipline in sociology that was developed by Garfinkel in 

the 1950’s. Its aim, stated in its name, is in very simple terms to observe and 

describe the methods of organisation and communication used by groups of people 

in their everyday activities. What set Garfinkel’s ethnomethodology apart from 

other disciplines in sociology at the time of its development was its approach to 

sense-making as it is produced by social actors, rather than sense-making being 

based on social norms (referred to as normative determinism). Against the backdrop 

of Parsons’ The Structure of Social Action (1937) which argued that any social act 

is motivated by the actor according to a goal or an end that he/she sets for 

himself/herself, Garfinkel developed ethnomethodology as a discipline first and 

foremost interested in social organisation as reflexive and based on reasonable 

approximation.  

His approach moved the focus of the organisation of social interaction from 

norms and rules which are internalised and then guide actions, to intersubjective, 

accountable and reflexive interactions in the here and now. With this new 

framework, Garfinkel took inspiration from the work of Schutz in phenomenology 

to answer the question of: “how men, isolated yet simultaneously in an odd 

communion, go about the business of constructing, testing, maintaining, altering, 

validating, questioning, defining an order together.” (Garfinkel, 1952, p. 114). 

Garfinkel was convinced that at the heart of the organisation of social action and 

social order lies the question of the social actors’ mutual knowledge of what they 
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are doing and the circumstances in which they are doing it. His accomplishment 

consisted in bringing the Parsonian and the Schutzian theories together, and to 

demonstrate that social organisation is both moral (the Parsonian normative order) 

and cognitive (the common-sense judging from the Schutzian theory). To do so, he 

devised a series of social experiments referred to as the “breaching experiments” 

(Garfinkel, 1952, 1963, 1967). In his most famous experiment, Garfinkel instructed 

his students to “engage an acquaintance or friend in an ordinary conversation and, 

without indicating that what the experimenter was saying in any way out of the 

ordinary, to insist that the person clarify the sense of his commonplace remarks” 

(Garfinkel, 1963, p. 221). All these breaches were quickly followed by interaction 

breakdowns, the subjects displaying confusion, sometimes anger or frustration. 

These breakdowns, Garfinkel argued, show that in a conversation “much of what 

is being talked about is not mentioned, although each expects that the adequate 

sense of the matter being talked about is settled” (Garfinkel, ibid.), and that the 

subject assumed that both participants knew “what he or she is talking about 

without any requirements of a check-out” (Garfinkel, 1963, p. 220). Moreover, the 

subjects were quick to sanction and/or demand that the experimenter explains his 

or her behaviour. Garfinkel interpreted these reactions as proof that maintaining a 

reciprocal understanding based on common-sense is not only a cognitive 

achievement but also a moral necessity, with the participants trusting each other to 

maintain this reciprocity.  

At this point, Garfinkel had demonstrated that participants hold each other 

accountable in the process of sense-making, but he had not demonstrated what 

sense-making is and how it is organised. To do so, he relied on the concept of 

“documentary method of interpretation”, which he borrowed and derived from the 

work of Mannheim and other phenomenologists. Garfinkel argues that the 

documentary method consists in treating an actual appearance as “the document 

of”, as “pointing to”, as “standing on behalf of“ a presupposed underlying pattern 

(Mannheim, cited in Garfinkel, 1967, p. 78) (see also “rule-governed” model of 

human conduct, Collett, 1975). Through the documentary method, the social actors 

identify behaviours as they emerge moment by moment. This has deep implications 

for ethnomethodology, as now social actions can be understood sequentially, and 

talk has retrospective and prospective characteristics.  

Garfinkel developed his theory further by arguing that talk is both indexical 

and reflexive. Indexicality, first, is the concept that some words or expressions can 

only be understood when context is provided with them. The most common 

examples in linguistics are deictics. Garfinkel went one step further and argued that 
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all talk is indexical. Reflexivity, second, is the notion that what is heard or seen by 

a social actor is going to be interpreted according to his or her idiosyncrasies. 

Together, these two concepts firmly cement ethnomethodology as the study of 

sense-making in the here and now, and ties in with the concepts of documentary 

method of interpretation and of common-sense judging. The concrete implications 

of this indexical and reflexive approach to talk can be seen in CA, which shares the 

same approach to talk by looking at sequence organisation, the influence of a turn’s 

position on its design, and so on, as it will be discussed in chapter 3.2. Before 

moving on to CA, the work of Erving Goffman, a major influence in sociology and 

on CA, is presented as well. 

Goffman is considered to be one of the most influential sociologist of the 

twentieth century. Of great importance for this dissertation is the development over 

his life’s work on the Interaction Order:  

“My concern over the years has been to promote acceptance of this face-to-

face domain as an analytically viable one – a domain which might be titled, for 

want of any happy name, the interaction order – a domain whose preferred 

method of study is microanalysis.“ (Goffman, 1983) 

This term came to be used by Goffman in the late stages of his academic work, 

however a special interest on face-to-face interactions in all their details, hence the 

term “microanalysis”, is present throughout all his work. 

The study of interaction practices already existed before Goffman’s work, but 

they were a means to an end. For example Chapple (1939, 1940) undertook to 

measure human interactions by timing people, how long they would interact and 

how they would time their actions in relation to each other, but his focus on timing 

people and actions greatly reduced his scope of study. Bales (1950) studied “acts” 

in interaction but for the sole purpose of studying leadership dynamics and group 

problem-solving. Interactions in a broader sense (spoken and non-spoken), and 

what makes them possible, were not the primary focus on attention. As Goffman 

wrote in Relations to Public: “Interaction practices have been used to illuminate 

other things, but themselves are treated as though they did not need to be defined 

or were not worth defining” (1971:ix). Nevertheless, the importance of studying 

interactional practices as an object of research in themselves came to be more and 

more pregnant, as it can be exemplified by the work of Bateson (Ruesch & Bateson, 

1951), who studied interactions as the organisation of a communication system, or 

the project “the Natural History of an Interview”, which took place in 1956 in 

Stanford, and whose goal was to study the minute details of the recording of an 
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interaction to understand their role in the process of communication. It is in this 

context that Goffman developed his approach to face-to-face interactions and the 

Interaction Order. 

In his early work, Goffman defined interactions as being possible through “co-

presence”, defined as follows: “Persons must sense that they are close enough to 

be perceived in whatever they are doing, including their experiencing of others, and 

close enough to be perceived in this sensing of being perceived” (Goffman, 1963, 

p. 17). Through this lens, Goffman effectively widely expanded the possible types 

of interactions that should be considered worthy of analysis, and very importantly 

he included embodied behaviours (gestures, gaze, etc.) in this process. 

Goffman also argued that in any act of co-presence, people become sources of 

information for each other. He divided this information into two categories: the 

information that a person gives, and the information a person gives off (1959). The 

information given is displayed voluntarily by the speaker, or it is at least considered 

as such by the recipient. What is given off is the information which is displayed 

“involuntarily” and gathered indirectly by the recipient, for example a certain 

accent indicating that you are not a local, or a certain affect showing nervousness. 

Goffman further argued on the role of morality:  

“We must not overlook the crucial fact that any projected definition of the 

situation also has a distinctive moral character. Society is organised on the 

principle that any individual who possesses certain social characteristics has a 

moral right to expect that others will value and treat him in an appropriate way. 

Connected with this principle is a second, namely that an individual who 

implicitly or explicitly signifies that he has a certain social characteristic ought 

in fact to be what he claims to be.” (1959, p. 13) 

A quick comparison on the role of morality in interaction as described by Garfinkel 

and Goffman shows that the former was focusing on describing the underlying 

mechanisms of interactions, and that morality revolved around not challenging the 

shared common-sense and the indexicality upon which interactions are built, 

whereas for the latter the scope of analysis was much wider and included 

representations of the self, subject less touched on by Garfinkel. 

Another observation made by Goffman concerns focused and unfocused 

gatherings (1961, 1963, 1971). In focused gatherings, participants maintain a 

common focus of attention, whereas in an unfocused gathering it is not the case. 

Unfocused gatherings include for example pedestrians on a city street or people in 

a waiting room. The benefits of such an approach is that it allows comparisons 
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between social situations which would seem vastly different at first, and to draw 

common social practices and regularities from them. 

Finally, Goffman developed the concept of “interchanges” (1971) in focused 

interactions. These interchanges are chains of actions produced by participants and 

linked together. Importantly, Goffman considered that those actions follow and 

respond to one another. To frame those interchanges, Goffman devised two 

frameworks: the framework of system requirements and the framework of ritual 

requirements. System requirements revolve around the “practical” organisation of 

any interaction, whereas ritual requirements are concerned with moral rules 

building individuals in society (1981). Goffman outlined eight system requirements 

which will be listed here: the capacity to send and receive a message; signals 

informing that reception is taking place; signals to open or close an exchange; 

signals to mark the beginning and ending of turns; devices used to repeat, suspend 

or interrupt a (part of a) turn; metacommunication signals indicating how a turn 

should be read; norms regarding the production of turns in relation to what was 

produced before; and rules between people actively engaged in the interaction and 

those who are not involved in it (1981, pp. 14-15). Goffman’s interests in trying to 

develop a framework within which to study systematically face-to-face interactions 

echoes the work of Sacks, Schegloff & Jefferson a few years before him in 1974 

with their seminal article for Conversation Analysis. In Replies and Responses 

(1981), Goffman discusses some of the methodological tools developed by the 

three authors, and develops some of his own alternatives. This undertaking was 

never accomplished as he died in 1982. 

Nevertheless, of particular importance for this dissertation is Schegloff’s 

response (1988) to Goffman’s criticism. In this article, Schegloff pays his debts to 

Goffman and thanks him for having brought interest and credibility to the study of 

face-to-face interactions. He then goes on to produce a rebuttal of Goffman’s 

criticism, in an act that could be qualified as CA’s emancipation from Goffman’s 

work. Schegloff’s rebuttal is organised in three main steps. First, he criticises the 

absence of naturally occurring data in Goffman’s work. Second, he addresses 

Goffman’s criticism on the viability of adjacency pairs and the sequentiality of talk 

as an academic undertaking. To do so, his third step is to take an example from a 

collection of naturally occurring data, and to perform its detailed analysis. By doing 

so, Schegloff demonstrates that what Goffman calls “Pandora’s box” (sequentiality, 

adjacency pairs) is a viable undertaking with the appropriate tools and the 

appropriate approach. 
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Garfinkel and Goffman laid the foundations for a systematic analysis of 

everyday interactions on which CA was built. For example the sequentiality of talk, 

a crucial element in the CA methodology, can be traced back to Garfinkel’s 

implementation of the documentary method. Social actors routinely interpret what 

is said in the here and now before responding or producing their turn, thus showing 

that social actions can be systematically analysed as sequences and adjacency pairs. 

This is also present in Goffman’s work through his concept of interchanges. 

Moreover, it can also be argued that there are similarities between the documentary 

method used by Garfinkel and CA’s focus on participants’ perception while 

interactions are unfolding, rather than on cognitive processes. This is in conjunction 

with Goffman’s concept of co-presence, developed above. These key concepts in 

the CA methodology are central in the studies developed in this dissertation. For 

example, proposals are analysed as social actions integrated into the project as it is 

unfolding. The analyses focus on what is taking place right before the proposal is 

produced, the format of the proposal itself, and the embodied actions carried out 

while the proposal is produced. The influence of the documentary method and co-

presence is visible here, as the analyses focus partly on what participants perceive 

and what speakers choose to display to their recipients. 

The work of Garfinkel and Goffman detailed above is crucial in the 

development of CA and its methodological tools. They are presented in the next 

chapter. 

3.2 Conversation Analysis 

This chapter presents the main methodological tools used to carry out CA. Its aim 

is to familiarise readers outside of CA to the methodology used during the analyses. 

3.2.1 Social actions and the sequential organisation of actions 

A sequential approach to interactions has many implications, which will be 

developed below. The starting point for offering an outline of CA is social actions 

and adjacency pairs. Social actions are defined as a wide range of actions 

implemented by participants in interaction through talk. These actions can be 

invitations, compliments, proposals, greetings, requests, offers, questions, and so 

on. The concept of social action, or “speech acts”, was developed by Austin (1955). 

He challenged the philosophy of language at the time by arguing that utterances, 

for example “I promise to do so”, can be designed to do something rather than to 
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simply make an assertion about something. Searle then developed Austin’s work 

on speech acts. First, he established the categories of locutionary, illocutionary, and 

perlocutionary acts (1975). Taking the utterance “It is very cold here” as an example, 

the locutionary act designates what was effectively said (the coldness in the room), 

the illocutionary act designates what was meant (“could you close the window?”), 

and the perlocutionary act designates the result of the utterance, here someone 

closing the window. Moreover, Searle classified those illocutionary acts in five 

categories (1975): assertives, speech acts committing the speaker to the truth of the 

expressed proposition; directives, speech acts aiming at causing the hearer to take 

a particular action, as we will see with proposals in chapter 4; commissives, speech 

acts committing the speaker to some future actions (promises and oaths for 

example); expressives, speech acts expressing on the speaker’s attitudes and 

emotions towards the proposition (congratulations, apologies and thanks for 

example); declaratives, speech acts changing the reality in accord with the 

proposition of the declaration (baptisms or pronouncing someone husband and wife 

for example). Social actions are particularly relevant for this dissertation as 

participants often rely on proposals, requests and noticings to organise their 

collaborative interactions and achieve their projects. 

As it has been mentioned in chapter 3.1, Garfinkel described talk-in-interaction 

as being emergent and sequentially organised. For CA researchers, social actions 

exist, but they must be understood within a specific context: the sequence. For 

Austin and Searle, social actions are studied as such, without taking into account 

the sequential context. However, it has been observed that social actions put a 

normative obligation on the recipient to perform a response which will be fitted to 

that first action (Bergen & Stivers, 2013), demonstrating that social actions need to 

be studied in their sequential context. For example, a greeting calls for another 

greeting, a question calls for an answer, a request calls for an acceptance or a refusal, 

and so on. Schegloff (1968, p. 1083) explains that “given the first, the second is 

expectable; upon its occurrence it can be seen to be a second item to the first; upon 

its non-occurrence it can be seen to be officially absent—all this provided by the 

occurrence of the first item”. The characteristics described by Schegloff form the 

bases of adjacency pairs. Moreover, Stivers (2012) summarises a list of findings on 

the characteristics of adjacency pairs by Schegloff and Sacks (1973) in the 

following list. Adjacency pairs are: 

 

(i) composed of two turns; 

(ii) produced by different speakers; 
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(iii) adjacently placed (i.e. one after the other); 

(iv) relatively ordered such that first pair parts precede second pair parts; 

(v) pair-type related such that particular first pair parts (FPP) are paired 

with particular second pair parts (SPP) (greetings with greetings, not 

greetings with acceptances for instance). 

 

And so in Excerpt 2: 

 

(2) The BC Years – 01:20 

 
01 A: did cell phones come before the internet? 
02 B: °yes they did°, 

It can be seen on line 1 that A is asking a question about cell phones and when they 

were invented and used in relation to the Internet. It elicits a reply by B aiming at 

answering the question on line 2. Two turns can be observed, produced by different 

speakers, placed one after the other, ordered in such a way that the first comes 

before the second, and pair-type related, here a question followed by an answer. In 

terms of sequence organisation, this is a typical adjacency pair. 

Moreover, adjacency pairs can be expanded by what are called sequence 

expansions. These expansions come in different types: pre-, insert, and post-

expansions. Schematically, they look like this in adjacency pairs: 

 

     <--- pre-expansion 

FPP 

     <--- insert expansion 

SPP 

     <--- post-expansion 

Pre-expansions are produced before a FPP. They are seen as preparing a 

forthcoming action, checking for the relevance of said action, setting up conditions 

and “testing the ground” for the production of the FPP. Pre-expansions are usually 

type specific, in that the forthcoming action they prepare is a specific social action. 

“So, what are you doing this afternoon?” is preparing for an invitation, “Do you 

need your car tomorrow” is a pre-request, and so on. 

Insert expansions are located between the FPP and the SPP (Schegloff, 1972). 

The most common type of insert expansion is a repair sequence (more on repairs 
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in chapter 3.2.4), a clarification of a misunderstanding, misunderstanding which 

gets in the way of producing an SPP. Such insert-expansions are called post-firsts, 

and they focus on dealing with problems with the FPP. Pre-second expansions are 

another type of insert expansions focusing on contingencies making the production 

of an SPP difficult. See Excerpt 3: 

 
(3) The BC Years – 13:50 
 
01 A: how detailed does it need to be, 
02 (1.0) 
03 B: how, 
04 I mean at least- 
05 ten year olds, 
06 (2.7) 
07 B: that’s the thing, 
08 fourteen year olds are considerably more () than  

ten year olds, 
10 (0.3) 
11 A: yeah, 
12 B: mh, 
13  (.) what I mean is- 
14 (1.0) 
15 B: cause at least what I would do, 
16 I would leave it at that, 
17 and then I would babble, 
18 (0.3) 
19 A: yeah that’s true, 

This extract starts as the participants are working on their PowerPoint slide on 

mobile phones. On line 1, A produces how detailed does it needs to be, referring to 

the slide being worked on, and more generally trying to understand what is required 

of the pair for this project. After a silence on line 2, B first produces how, I mean 

at least- ten year olds, on lines 3 to 5. Her turn acknowledges A’s question, but she 

does not produce an answer yet. Instead, she mentions the audience of the 

presentation, ten year olds. After a pause on line 6, she goes on and says that’s the 

thing, fourteen year olds are considerably more () than ten year olds, expressing the 

fact that the project needs to account for two very difference audiences. This is 

agreed to by A on line 11 with yeah. B’s turn on lines 3 to 8 does not directly answer 

A’s question on line 1. Instead, she produces a turn evaluating the audience of the 

project which could possibly help answer the question on line 1. And indeed, this 
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is what happens as on lines 13 to 17 she produces (.) what I mean is- (1.0) cause at 

least what I would do, I would leave it at that, and then I would babble, a turn in 

which she finally answers A’s former question produced on line 1. 

Finally, post-expansions are located after the SPP. They can either be minimal 

expansions (one turn) or non-minimal (Schegloff, 2007). Some very common post-

expansions are “Okay” or “Oh” to an SPP. Minimal expansions are produced by 

the speaker of the FPP, and as such, they usually display that the SPP produced by 

the recipient is adequate. On their own, these minimal turns do not start their own 

sequence, they are merely additions to the base adjacency pairs. On the other hand, 

non-minimal post-expansions usually display that the SPP is not adequate for a 

sequence closure. This can be caused by problems of hearing or understanding and 

can lead to a repair sequence, but also by a certain surprise or interest in a new topic 

raised by the SPP for example.  

This chapter has presented social actions, adjacency pairs, and sequence 

expansions. These concepts are useful to analyse what is said by participants, and 

what action they elicit from recipients. The next chapter delves deeper into the 

study of the production of actions by presenting action ascription and action 

formation. 

3.2.2 Action ascription and action formation 

Action formation and action ascription are central concepts in CA. In the 

methodology, ‘action formation’ refers to the production of actions designed by 

speakers to show their intended action. ‘Action ascription’ designates the 

attribution of meaning to actions by recipients. Schegloff (2007) puts forward the 

crucial role played by action formation in interaction: 

“The action formation problem: how are the resources of the language, the 

body, the environment of the interaction, and position in the interaction 

fashioned into conformations designed to be, and to be recognized by 

recipients as, particular actions–actions like requesting, inviting, granting, 

complaining, agreeing, telling, noticing, rejecting, and so on–in a class of 

unknown size?” (2007b: xiv).  

There are only some studies bringing insight into action ascription and action 

formation in computer-mediated collaborative interactions. Asmuβ and Oshima 

(2012) study two-party face-to-face computer-mediated strategy meetings at the 

workplace. The authors show how participants display entitlement and orient to the 
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acceptance or refusal of their proposals. The findings show that speakers display 

high entitlement to their proposals by producing statements ending with a tag (in in 

in Alsted right?). These proposals are usually accepted and carried out right away. 

The authors also present cases in which proposals are accepted, and then followed 

by post-expansions. Their findings show that these post-expansions are employed 

by participants to display their role in the negotiation of the proposal at hand, and 

the entitlement that comes with it. Post-expansions giving accounts related to 

proposals display entitlement to be part of the shaping of the proposals and to have 

a role as co-discussant (rather than mere typist for example). Moreover, cases where 

proposals are met by second proposals by recipients are presented. The analyses 

show that in these sequences, the entitlement displayed by the speaker of the first 

proposal influences the format of the second proposal. The most common case is a 

first proposal displaying high entitlement leading to a second proposal displaying 

low entitlement. Finally, it can be noted that the authors describe how participants 

make use of the computer-mediated nature of the interaction to carry out their turns. 

Gaze is presented as an important resource with strong interactional implications 

whether it is directed at the screen or at the co-participant. Gaze shift from the 

screen to the co-participant invites mutual gaze and makes relevant discussion 

rather than typing after a proposal has been produced. Embodied practices are 

touched upon as well in one example presented in which the user displays 

upcoming disagreement after acknowledging a proposal by keeping his arms 

crossed instead of deploying them over the keyboard to get ready to type. 

Overall, these findings show that participants display and negotiate entitlement 

through the formats of their proposals. In a similar fashion, this dissertation 

demonstrates in chapter 4 that participants display the immediacy or remoteness of 

the proposed next task through the formats of their proposals and embodied actions 

at the computer. 

Luff et al. (2014) study the production of physical pointing gestures in the 

context of remote computer-mediated workplace interaction. In their paper, the 

authors summarise the core characteristics of physical pointing gestures, and 

explain why participants struggle to produce them efficiently in remote computer-

mediated interactions. The authors argue that these difficulties are caused by 

referrers and recipients not sharing the same local ecology. This ecology is 

comprised of the body of the referrer, so that the pointing can be fully seen from its 

starting point to its apex, the object being pointed at, and talk contextualising the 

pointing.  
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These findings confirm an earlier study carried out by Luff et al. (2003) in 

which the authors describe the ecology made available to participants as 

“fragmented”. These studies are part of a body of knowledge studying physical 

pointing gestures in computer-mediated interaction. They show that referential 

practices do not necessarily translate directly from face-to-face interactions to 

remote computer-mediated ones. This dissertation participates to this body of 

knowledge by studying physical pointing gestures in face-to-face interaction at the 

computer and aims at better understanding how social actors point at or “in” the 

screen. The findings of chapter 5 shed light on the interplay between physical and 

digital pointing gestures, social actions and the screen. They also show that visible 

modifications in addressee orientation following physical and digital pointing 

gestures are lacking in local ecologies composed of a single screen for two 

participants, causing noticeable differences in the unfolding of sequences following 

a pointing gesture. Chapter 5 also studies digital pointing gestures, mostly left 

untouched so far within CA research. The analyses show how participants use the 

mouse cursor not only as a tool to manipulate the computer, but also as a resource 

to create meaningful action. 

The next chapter presents the system developed to analyse the organisation of 

turn-taking, or put more simply, who talks when in interaction. 

3.2.3 The systematicity of turn-taking in interaction 

In their seminal paper, Sacks, Schegloff and Jefferson (1974) set out to describe the 

systematicity of turn-taking in interaction. Their inquiry started by collecting 

naturally occurring data and transcribing them. After “half a dozen year” (p. 698) 

of observation, their system, in order to be successful, was supposed to 

accommodate for some “grossly apparent facts” (p. 700) of everyday life 

conversations. These main facts, listed by the authors, are (see ibid., pp. 700-701 

for the exhaustive list): “(1) speaker-change recurs, or at least occurs; (2) 

overwhelmingly, one party talks at a time; (3) occurrences of more than one speaker 

at a time are common, but brief; (4) transitions (from one turn to the next) with no 

gap and no overlap are common. Together with transitions characterized by slight 

gap or slight overlap, they make up the vast majority of transitions”. The authors 

argue that it is the organisation of turn-taking which makes this possible. First, 

because their data made the existence of a systematic organisation of turn-taking 

“increasingly plain” (p. 699). More importantly, turn-taking is flexible enough to 

solve the conundrum of “situated” conversation (p. 699) versus “systematic” 
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conversation, i.e. flexible enough to permit the development of a system which 

could accommodate for any conversations, even though conversations are by 

definition highly context-sensitive. As the authors put it:  

“Conversation can accommodate a wide range of situations, interactions in 

which persons in varieties (or varieties of groups) of identities are operating; it 

can be sensitive to the various combinations; and it can be capable of dealing 

with a change of situation within a situation. Hence there must be some formal 

apparatus which is itself context-free, in such a way that it can, in local 

instances of its operation, be sensitive to and exhibit its sensitivity to various 

parameters of social reality in a local context”. (pp. 699-700) 

This apparatus, the authors conclude, is the organisation of turn-taking. 

Furthermore, in an attempt to systematise the organisation of turn-taking as it is 

produced by social actors, a set of rules has been developed (p. 704): 

1. For any turn, at the initial transition-relevance place of an initial turn-

constructional unit: 

a) If the turn-so-far is so constructed as to involve the use of a ‘current 

speaker selects next speaker’ technique, then the party so selected has the 

right and is obliged to take next turn to speak; no others have such rights 

or obligations, and transfer occurs at that place. 

b) If the turn-so-far is so constructed as not to involve the use of a ‘current 

speaker selects next’ technique, then self-selection for next speakership 

may, but need not, be instituted; first starter acquires rights to a turn, and 

transfer occurs at that place. 

c) If the turn-so-far is constructed as not to involve the use of a ‘current 

speaker selects next’ technique, then current speaker may, but need not 

continue, unless another self-selects. 

2. If, at the initial transition-relevance place of an initial turn-constructional unit, 

neither 1a nor 1b has operated, and, following the provision of 1c, current 

speaker has continued, then the rule-set a-c re-applies at the next transition-

relevance place, and recursively at each next transition-relevance place, until 

transfer is effectuated. 

For the benefit of the reader, critical elements of the vocabulary of CA must be 

explained before going back to the rules of turn-taking. These key elements are 

turn-constructional units (TCUs) and transition-relevance places (TRPs). 
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TCUs can be described as the building bricks of turn-taking. The main 

characteristic of a TCU is that it can be seen as a self-contained, fully developed 

turn (Clayman, 2013). A TCU can be a sentence, a clause, a phrase, or an individual 

word. Consider Excerpt 4: 

 

(4) The BC Years – 01:20 

 
01 A: did cell phones come before the internet? 
02 B: °yes they did°, 
 

A first general observation is that this short exchange unfolds easily and smoothly, 

people do not talk over each other, they easily take turns. The first facilitator for 

this is syntax (Sacks, Schegloff & Jefferson, 1974). Every language has rules to 

build sentences, and social actors use those rules to predict or recognise when a 

turn is about to end or has ended. Consider Excerpt 5: 

 

(5) The BC Years – Constructed excerpt 
 
01 A: did cell phones 

Excerpt 5 would not be treated as a complete turn because its syntax indicates that 

a verb is coming. Without this verb, the sentence would be incomplete syntactically. 

But not just syntactically, is it also pragmatically that this sentence is incomplete. 

Did cell phones what? A critical element is missing to make this sentence 

meaningful, self-contained and complete. As such, the pragmatic content of a turn, 

in other words what the speaker is trying to say and what action he/she is trying to 

implement, is another facilitator used by recipients to recognise TCUs (Levinson, 

2013). For example, turn transfer at syntactic/pragmatic completion points can be 

suspended in a case where an elaborate action is being produced (Selting, 2000). 

After syntax and pragmatic content, the third facilitator is prosody (intonation, 

volume, pacing of talk). Prosody allows speakers to go past grammatical or 

syntactical points of turn completion without being interrupted by recipients (Ford 

& Thompson, 1996). The prosodic cues indicating the end of a turn include 

diminished loudness or tempo (Local et al., 1986; Wells & Peppé, 1996), and the 

intonation contour on a turn-final syllable (Ford & Thompson, 1996; Selting, 1996). 

Embodied actions (gaze, gestures, points, etc.) also play a role in the design of 



45 

TCUs or the organisation of turn-taking, and they will be discussed in their own 

chapter on the topic of multimodality in interaction. 

Syntax, pragmatic content, prosody and embodied actions are the four elements 

on which speakers and recipients rely to build their turns or recognise when a 

transition point is coming (Fox, Ford & Thompson, 1996). These transition points 

are crucial in the organisation of turn-taking, and they are referred to as Transition-

Relevance Places (TRPs) (Sacks, Schegloff & Jefferson, 1974) in CA. 

It is now possible to explain the set of rules exposed above. The order of 

exposition is important: 1a gets priority over 1b which gets priority over 1c. As a 

result, the current speaker has priority in designing the next speaker. If the current 

speaker does not designate the next speaker, the system has built-in contingencies 

in the form of self-selection in 1b. Note that 1b must have priority over 1c to make 

sure that regular turn exchange occurs. If a next speaker has taken the floor 

following 1b, or if the same speaker has kept the floor following 1c, the system can 

recursively be applied to the current speaker, until the interaction is closed. At the 

heart of these rules lies the social participants’ ability, whether they are speakers or 

recipients, to recognise turn-at-talks and the actions they are implementing as they 

are being produced, and to infer the relevant TRPs and the relevant next action. 

Here Garfinkel’s description of talk as being both retrospective and prospective is 

systematised. 

Although turn-taking is not the focus of study in this dissertation, it is 

nevertheless a crucial element to consider when studying any data. Social actors’ 

organisation of turn-taking can give important insight into the type of interaction it 

is taking place in. This insight can be gathered throughout the dissertation. It 

revolves around the organisation of turn-taking while producing proposals or in 

relation to the computer-user/non-user dichotomy in chapter 4.3, while trying to 

establish a shared domain of scrutiny and producing physical or digital pointing 

gestures in chapter 5, and while gathering information, reading aloud, negotiating 

and typing in chapter 6. 

After having presented the systematics behind turn-taking, this overview of 

some of the most important CA concepts moves on to repair. 

3.2.4 Repair 

Repair mechanisms are used when problems of hearing, speaking or understanding 

occur in conversation. These mechanisms are used by participants to make sure that 

“the interaction does not freeze in its place when trouble arises, that 
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intersubjectivity is maintained or restored, and that the turn and sequence and 

activity can progress to possible completion” (Schegloff, 2007:xiv). A repair is 

accomplished through three steps (Schegloff, 1997, 2000; Schegloff, Jefferson & 

Sacks, 1977). First, the repair is initiated. It is usually done by vocalising trouble 

about something in the ongoing conversation (“Sorry what did you say?”). Second, 

the repairable (also called trouble source) is identified. The repairable refers to the 

problematic turn (or elements within the turn) itself, it is not to be mistaken for the 

source of trouble, which could be a loud passing car for example. And third, the 

repair is done, which is described by Schegloff as a “solution or abandonment of 

the problem” (2000, p. 207), where either the trouble source is repaired (most often 

by repeating the previous turn-at-talk), or the repairable is never identified and the 

participants carry the interaction forward and leave the trouble source behind. 

A repair can be self-initiated (i.e. the current speaker rectifies his or her speech 

without any external intervention) or other-initiated (the recipient could not hear 

something, for example). In a similar fashion, the repair outcome can be self-

produced (the speaker responsible for the trouble source repairs his previous turn) 

or other-produced (the recipient attempts to repair the speaker’s turn-at-talk). As a 

result, repairs can be classified as self-initiated self-repair, other-initiated self-repair, 

self-initiated other-repair, and other-initiated other-repair, with each type of repair 

possessing its own particularities (Schegloff, Jefferson & Sacks, 1977).  

The early work on repairs noted a tendency (a “strong skewing” (ibid.)) 

towards self-repair, which is often referred to as the preference for self-repair. 

Several factors could explain this phenomenon. First, by virtue of the turn-taking 

system, the current speaker has priority to talk, which inevitably leads to more self-

repairs. Second, recipients usually initiate the repairs, but they leave the correction 

to the speaker. And third, other-repairs can be avoided by the recipient by 

identifying the trouble source and fixing it themselves when possible, allowing the 

conversation to move on smoothly. 

Social actions, adjacency pairs, action formation and ascription, turn-taking 

and repair represent central concepts in CA methodology, and they are used in the 

analyses of this dissertation. All these concepts are related to talk. The next chapter 

presents embodied features of interaction. 

3.2.5 The multimodal features of face-to-face conversation 

Most of the early work on CA is based purely on audio data (phone calls) and their 

transcriptions. As a result, the focus was first and foremost on talk. However, 
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studying the organisation of sense-making in conversation as a multimodal 

achievement, which includes embodied behaviours (gaze, gestures), space and 

mobility, materiality and objects, was done as early as the 1970s. These works 

emerged concretely in the early 1980s, with some of the most notable publications 

being Charles Goodwin’s on the achievement of mutual gaze at the start or during 

a turn-at-talk (1980), Emanuel Schegloff’s study on hand gestures and pointings in 

relation to their lexical affiliate (1984), and Christian Heath’s study of the 

(re)positioning of the body and gestures in medical consultations (1984). Following 

these studies, and the slow and steady rise of accessibility to video-recording 

technologies, publications of multimodal studies anchored in CA methodology 

have multiplied. For the benefit of this dissertation, the overview of these studies 

is divided into four parts: the studies focusing on actions, which are related to 

physical and digital pointing gestures in chapter 5; the studies focusing on the 

multimodal features of turn-design and turn-taking; the studies focusing on 

sequence organisation; and the pioneering work of C. Goodwin towards a holistic 

analysis of sense-making. 

First, a number of studies have focused on the multimodal features of social 

actions. Cekaite (2010) studies embodied directive sequences in parent-child 

interactions. She notes that these directives are multimodal achievements, produced 

via a combination of talk, embodied actions, and movement in space, deployed 

routinely and locally depending on the ongoing activity and the plan set by the 

parents. M. Goodwin & Cekaite (2013) study directive/response sequences in the 

same environment. They argue that the tactile and spatial resources are used to 

recycle or upgrade directives. Mondada (2014) shows how directives and 

instructions are formatted in the surgical operating room. Most of the directives in 

her data are either verbal and gestural instructions or simply silent embodied 

instructions, whereas purely verbal instructions were very rare. She also 

demonstrates that there are two main multimodal formats for the directives she 

studied. On one hand, verbal instructions produced with simultaneous or late 

instructing gestures take the form of imperative verbs. On the other hand, verbal 

instructions produced along with early gestures take minimal form (a deictic or an 

acknowledgement token). These three articles show that directives are multimodal 

achievements tied to the local environment in which they take place. This 

dissertation provides similar insight by carrying out a study of a specific type of 

directives, proposals, as multimodal achievements at the computer in chapter 4. 

Rauniomaa & Keisanen (2012) study multimodal formats for responding to 

requests and demonstrate that the most common way to accept requests is the 
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embodied fulfilment of said requests. Keisanen and Kärkkäinen’s (2014) article 

focuses on the multimodal analysis of compliment (coined “positive assessments” 

for the article) sequences. The most recurrent embodied multimodal feature while 

a compliment is being produced is mutual gaze, and for responses to compliments, 

recipients tend to avoid or break that gaze, which is argued in the article to be an 

act of resistance towards self-praise. Haddington (2010) studies sequences 

revolving around negotiations of the next junction while driving a car. He 

demonstrates that drivers can display their orientation towards the environment and 

the junction through embodied and prosodic means, and that passengers pick up on 

those elements, along with the manipulation of driving equipment, to project the 

drivers’ plans. Overall, these studies demonstrate that multimodal features make up 

crucial parts of social actions, and that the design of some social actions goes 

beyond their grammatical format. 

Second, some studies have analysed multimodal features of turn-design or 

turn-taking. Schegloff (1984) studies the relationship between gestures produced 

by speakers and their lexical components (the word the gesture is co-occurring 

with). He demonstrates that gestures are produced, and find their highest point 

before retraction, before or right as their lexical component is being enunciated. In 

the case of iconic or locational gestures which find their acme before the lexical 

component, he argues that these gestures are used to “prepare” the turn-at-talk, so 

that when the lexical component is produced, it is already contextualised by the 

gesture. Inversely, the gesture is only understood retrospectively once the lexical 

component has been pronounced. In a similar vein, Hayashi et al. (2002) study the 

achievement of co-tellership in Japanese, and show how talk and embodied actions 

reflexively build upon each other to achieve sense-making. Ford et al. (1996) 

“revisit” the concept of TCU, and demonstrate the importance of gestures 

(unfolding arms, reaching for an object), gaze, and posture of the body, in 

establishing the boundaries of TCUs. Mondada (2007) demonstrates how pointing 

can be used near a TRP to project self-selection and a shift in speakership. Finally, 

Hindmarsh and Heath (2000) study physical pointing gestures as a situated practice. 

They argue that pointing must be understood as a reflexive practice shaped by the 

context it is produced in, but also shaping that context. 

As to studies on gaze and head movements and their role in social interaction, 

M. Goodwin (1980) explores the relationship between mutual monitoring in 

conversation and head nods or head shakes. She demonstrates how they can be used 

by participants, speakers or recipients, as resources shaping the unfolding of turns-

at-talk, even as turns-at-talk are being produced. C. Goodwin (1980) studies how a 
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state of mutual orientation at the beginning or inside a turn is achieved between 

speakers, and how speakers who start their turn without having the recipient’s gaze 

can use several actions, such as restarts or pauses, to elicit this gaze before 

continuing their turn-at-talk. Finally, C. Goodwin (1984) studies the role of the 

recipient’s gaze in shaping the unfolding of the speaker’s storytelling.  

Third, research has been conducted on the multimodal features of sequence  

organisation. Goodwin and Goodwin (1987) study the sequential organisation of 

assessments. They show that assessments can be used by speakers to describe and 

qualify phenomena (for example a car dearly loved by the speaker), and to manage 

recipients’ orientation towards said phenomena during subsequent references. 

Assessments can be important tools in establishing a referent within talk-in-

interaction, and to build a context inside which this referent will be viewed as in 

subsequent talk (see also Lindström & Mondada, 2009 for a presentation of broader 

multimodal and sequential studies on assessments in social interaction). Goodwin 

and Goodwin (1986), by looking at instances of word searches, demonstrate how a 

simple hand gesture or a nod can be considered by participants as resources for 

sense-making and sense-ascription in the organisation of sequences of talk. 

Similarly, Hayashi (2003) demonstrates how speakers mobilise their gaze to elicit 

or make less relevant recipients’ co-participation in word search sequences. 

Moreover, she sheds light on how particular gestures (for example pointing gestures) 

can be used by speakers to help co-participants index the domain of words the 

search is referring to. Haddington (2006) shows how the organisation of assessment 

sequences ties with gaze and stance taking. In his article, three gaze trajectories are 

studied: participants looking jointly at an assessable, participants sharing a mutual 

gaze during agreeing actions, and participants shifting their gaze away (‘cut-off 

gaze’) embodying divergent stances. This article describes how gaze is used by 

participants to organise different types of assessment sequences and how it “helps 

interactants to organise and constitute their attitude, opinions, beliefs, and so on” 

(p. 322). 

Finally, the pioneering work of C. Goodwin (2000, 2003) has consisted in 

developing a holistic approach of sense-making in interaction. C. Goodwin argues 

that sense-making in interaction must be analysed as the sum of cognition, language 

and action, contrary to the traditional fields in the social sciences which divide these 

three elements into specific phenomena to be studied separately. As he describes it:  

“Within the rich matrix of diverse semiotic resources that create relevant 

contextual configurations, action, setting, and the meaningful body reflexively 
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constitute each other through temporally unfolding processes of situated 

human interaction” (p. 1520).  

Thus, language and gestures must be understood as semiotic resources which 

reflexively interact with the material surroundings, the ongoing activity and the 

sequentiality of talk, while the orientation of the body serves as a public and 

accountable display of the participants’ orientation to the ongoing interaction. 

Moreover, and of particular importance for chapter 5, Goodwin (2007) argues that 

the traditional approach which consists in studying gestures and talk as a whole but 

separated from its material surrounding is insufficient. He demonstrates how 

pointings would be impossible to understand for recipients without having access 

to the environment they are referring to (such as pointing at a screen). Talk, the 

body and the environment are all partial and insufficient referents when taken 

separately, but when they are considered together, they mutually elaborate on each 

other to achieve sense-making. Goodwin calls these gestures “environmentally 

coupled gestures”, an important topic in chapter 5, in which it is shown how 

participants deploy physical and digital pointing gestures at or “in” the screen. 

More specifically, the findings develop our understanding of the production of 

social actions and pointing gestures at a dynamic medium, the screen.  

After having presented central concepts revolving around talk in CA and the 

importance of multimodality in the analyses of interaction, the next chapter 

presents Interactional Linguistics, a field of research focusing on the study of social 

formats in interaction and used in chapter 4. 

3.3 Interactional Linguistics 

An overview of Interactional Linguistics (IL) is presented below, as chapter 4 relies 

on this approach. The term Interactional Linguistics appeared in the early 2000’s 

(in Couper-Kuhlen & Selting, 2001 Introducing Interactional Linguistics), but its 

emergence followed decade-long transitions within the field of linguistics. One 

possible starting point for the review of these transitions is the opposition of 

generative and functional grammar, in the second half of the century. Generative 

grammar argued that grammar is a system which is first and foremost cognitive, 

taking place and shaped in the speaker’s mind. On the other hand, functional 

linguistics approached grammar, and especially morphosyntax, as a tool used in 

human communication (Ochs, Schegloff & Thompson, 1996). Recognising the 

need to study grammar in its natural context of use, research was organised over 



51 

what could be summarised under the name of “discourse-and-grammar” (ibid., p. 

10) (see Halliday, 1978, 1985; Quirk et al., 1972; Thompson, 1985), then 

“interaction-and-grammar” (ibid., p. 11) (see Couper-Kuhlen, 1992, 1993; Ford, 

1993), with somewhat of a culmination with Hopper’s emergent grammar in 1987.  

Hopper argues that grammar “like speech itself must be viewed as a real-time, 

social phenomenon” (Hopper, 1987).  Following this conception, grammar 

becomes a social, local, always ongoing construction where what matters is the 

speaker’s past experience of grammar and the present local context, especially in 

terms of interlocutors. Hopper describes grammar as temporal and ever-changing, 

“epiphenomenal” and “at least as much an effect as a cause”, (ibid.). This view of 

grammar bears fruitful comparisons with Garfinkel’s ethnomethodology. First with 

the retrospective and prospective aspects of language, visible in Hopper’s theory as 

the “effect” and the “cause”, and second with the moment-by-moment organization 

of talk in interaction, temporal and sequential. Another pertinent comparison is to 

be established, of course, with the methodology of Conversation Analysis, and 

although IL is not done exclusively through the CA methodology, they do share an 

important proximity and each approach has influenced and refined the other over 

the years. Some of the most influential works are listed below. 

First, CA has influenced IL (and linguistics more broadly) by providing a new 

methodology and a new approach to the study of grammar, and by considering it as 

a product and a flexible tool of talk-in-interaction. Goodwin (1981, 1995, 2000) 

demonstrates how grammar is situated within sequences of talk (as well as activities 

and surroundings) and shaped by them. For example, a sentence (representing a 

turn-at-talk) can be suspended while waiting for the recipient’s gaze. In a similar 

fashion, Ford (1993) demonstrates how the usual rules of grammar regarding 

subordinate clauses and their dependency on main clauses do not necessarily apply 

to talk-in-interaction. She shows how subordinate clauses can be used on their own, 

purposefully, in specific sequential contexts. CA has also allowed linguists to use 

an ethnomethodological approach to their data, hence a focus on participants’ 

orientation to each other’s talk, recognizing patterns as normative arrangements 

rather than rules, and treating grammar as a moment-by-moment achievement 

located in ongoing and sequentially organised conversations. 

On the other hand, interactional linguists have also contributed to the 

development of CA. Some of these contributions have affected the core concepts 

of CA. For example, Ford & Thompson (1996) demonstrate that recipients do not 

simply rely on grammar but also on prosody and social actions to project the end 

of a turn. Moreover, the application of the CA methodology to a wide range of 



52 

languages by linguists all over the world has made possible a better understanding 

and a refining of those core concepts. For example the study of Japanese, a 

language whose structure is different from English (respectively Subject Object 

Verb and Subject Verb Object), has shed light on different strategies when 

projecting the end of a turn (“delayed projectability”, Tanaka, 1999 and “wait and 

see” strategy, Fox, Hayashi & Jasperson, 1996). Other research have led to the 

discovery of type-conforming or nonconforming responsive actions (Raymond, 

2003; Sorjonen, 2001). Another important contribution to the development of CA 

is the introduction of quantitative methodology, which relies on large quantity of 

data on the same phenomena in the same languages (Fox & Thompson, 2010), or 

over different languages (Enfield, Stivers & Levinson, 2010). Finally, IL has 

introduced the concept of Social Action Formats (Fox, 2007). These formats 

represent ways in which participants routinely produce social actions. The findings 

of chapter 4 describe how participants routinely produce proposals displaying an 

immediate or a remote action. The literature on the subject is quite rich, and what 

follows only qualifies as an overview.  

Goodwin and Goodwin (1987) show that postponed assessments are produced 

with the format [it] + [copula] + [adverbial intensifier] + [assessment term] (It is 

very nice). Curl (2006) studies the grammatical patterns for offers of assistance. 

Thompson, Fox and Couper-Kuhlen (2015) study the different type of responses to 

initiating actions. Wootton (1981) studies the format of requests in child/parents 

interactions, especially the formats I want x and Can I have/do x, and shows that 

these two formats are not interchangeable and are used in specific context and to 

achieve specific interactional goals. Curl & Drew (2008) study how modal 

interrogatives Could you/Would you and I wonder if x are used in requests in phone 

calls for doctors’ appointments and to the police, and how each of these formats 

indicates a specific stance regarding the caller’s entitlement to book an appointment 

or be assisted by the police, and his/her expected contingencies (i.e. the feasibility 

of the request). It is important to note that these formats can also include embodied 

actions, as for example it has been demonstrated by Keisanen & Kärkkäinen (2014) 

in their study of compliments. Chapter 4 of this dissertation focuses on the formats 

of proposals (a comprehensive presentation of the previous studies on the formats 

of proposals is done in Chapter 4.1), specifically on the formats Do we x, 

Should/Shall we x, and Let’s x. 

Chapters 3.1, 3.2 and 3.3 have presented the theoretical and methodological 

background of CA and IL used in this dissertation. While these chapters only focus 

on the core methodological concepts of CA, they allow readers unfamiliar with CA 
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to understand the analyses developed in this dissertation. The next chapter presents 

CSCW, its aims and goals, and some of its existing literature, in order to show how 

this dissertation can inform this field of research. 

3.4 Computer-Supported Cooperative Work 

While CA is the methodology used in this dissertation, the aim of this work is to 

provide input, using CA, to the field of CSCW. This chapter informs readers 

unfamiliar with CSCW by offering an overview of CSCW and previous research 

done in this field. Then, it presents shared conceptual ground between CA and 

CSCW, and finally, it details previous research using CA or ethnomethodology to 

benefit CSCW. 

3.4.1 History of CSCW and literature review 

CSCW is an interdisciplinary field institutionalised in 1984 by Irene Greif and  

Paul Cashman. What led up to this institutionalisation is a range of fields interested 

in studying computational technologies that were emerging at the time. In North 

America this field was referred to as “computer-mediated communication” (Kerr 

& Hiltz, 1982; Kiesler et al., 1984) and in Europe “teleinformatics” (Speth, 1988), 

along with the field of “office automation systems” also simply referred to as 

“office automation” (Hammer & Sirbu, 1980). Those fields eventually merged 

under the CSCW umbrella, with the shared goal of “an endeavour to understand 

the nature and requirements of cooperative work with the objective of designing 

computer-based technologies for cooperative work arrangements” (Schmidt & 

Bannon, 1992). From then on, the studies undertaken within the field of CSCW can 

be classified into several broad categories, some of the most important ones 

presented below in no specific order, following a summary of the field produced 

by Schmidt and Bannon (2013). 

First, Software Engineering has been studied as a cooperative achievement 

(Dittrich et al., 2009). Both practitioners of CSCW and software engineers 

participate in this endeavour, whose aim is to examine how software come to be 

produced by developers. They study the tools, methods, processes, techniques, and 

organisations used in the process of producing software in order to improve their 

production. The phenomena studied include, for example, participatory design 

(Bjerknes et al., 1987) or evolutionary development (Floyd, 1992). 
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Second, there is a rich literature based on studying, understanding and 

designing Information and Communication Technology (ICT) in healthcare. While 

this dissertation does not use data set in healthcare settings, it is interesting to note 

that the phenomena studied in the articles listed below, such as the manipulation of 

artefacts, the role played by electronic equipment such as computers, and overall 

the role of multimodality in organising face-to-face interactions, are closely related 

to the practices studied in this dissertation. As these studies are described by 

Fitzpatrick and Ellingsen in their special issue on the topic, “these studies 

contribute a rich understanding of the subtle situated practices in the delivery of 

healthcare, usually from a clinician perspective, and the ways that ensembles of 

spaces, artefacts and processes are brought into play” (2013, p. 618). 

A number of studies focus on artefact and technology-mediated healthcare 

work, which concretely translates into topics such as the study of paper and 

electronic records in General Practice (GP), paper records at the hospital, and 

moving to electronic patient records (EPR) in hospital settings. Very early on, one 

of the first concerns of CSCW researchers in healthcare were face-to-face 

consultations between patients and doctors in a GP setting (Engeström et al., 1988; 

Luff et al., 1992). One of the central artefacts in this setting is the medical patient 

record. Luff and Heath (1998) coined the term ‘micro mobility’, and study how the 

patient record can be mobilised, recruited and manipulated for various purposes 

(such as to be read, written on, shared to the patient, and so on) within the ‘at hand’ 

domain, offering high communicative flexibility (Health & Luff, 1996). Similar 

studies were conducted on the Electronic Patient Record (EPR) (Engeström et al., 

1988.; Luff et al., 1992), and show that the design of the computerised record 

largely ignore practices through which records are used and made relevant by 

practitioners or patients. Similar studies have been conducted on paper records at 

the hospital and led to the same conclusions (Fitzpatrick, 2004; Heath & Luff, 1992; 

Luff & Heath, 1998). Some studies have focused on the transition to EPR at work. 

The main consensus in their findings revolves around the description of EPRs as 

being a better format to capture and present data for secondary use (management, 

strategic planning, accountability) (Berg, 1999; Greenhalgh et al., 2009; Hardstone 

et al., 2004), but as being overall relatively impractical for primary users 

(practitioners) because of a disparity between the model used for the records and 

how practices are actually carried out (Bossen, 2006; Chen, 2010; Hardstone et al., 

2004). Practitioners develop their own strategies to deal with this impracticality 

such as parallel paper documentation (Bossen, 2006; Tang & Carpendale, 2008).  
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Another important topic of study for CSCW in healthcare is locating healthcare 

work in space and time, with issues such as spatial specialisation, mobility work in 

healthcare, and plans, schedules and whiteboards. Spatial specialisation refers to 

the specialisation of knowledge and its disposition within healthcare services 

(radiology, laboratory, pharmacy, etc.). Intensive Care Units (Reddy et al., 2006; 

Morrison et al., 2011) and Operating Theatres (Heath et al., 2002; Svensson et al., 

2007) are some of the specialised settings which received particular attention in the 

CSCW literature. This high spatial specialisation implies a certain degree of 

mobility, both for patients and practitioners. Some studies emphasise on the 

challenge and the necessity of maintaining shared awareness and the coordination 

of activities within healthcare services (Reddy & Dourish, 2002; Paul & Reddy, 

2010; Bardram & Bossen, 2003). Moreover, this spatial mobility and organisation 

also requires high degrees of spatial arrangements, that is to say, having the right 

artefacts at the right place (Bossen, 2002). This was developed into the concept of 

Standard Operation Configuration, “a spatial setup fostering easy cooperation 

because of common knowledge and agreement as to use and navigation” (Bardram 

& Bossen, 2005, p. 138). Moreover, this organisation within space and time goes 

hand in hand with the need for planning. Suchman (1987) demonstrates, albeit in a 

different setting, that plans do not necessarily determine actions. Several studies of 

surgery schedule planning have confirmed her findings (Bardram & Hansen, 2010; 

Scupelli et al., 2010). Many studies emphasise the importance of whiteboards to 

facilitate spatial and temporal awareness and coordination (Bardram et al., 2006; 

Paul & Reddy, 2010). 

Moving on to the next area of study, a body of studies has focused on 

investigating ‘centres of coordination’ (Suchman, 1997). These centres of 

coordination are worksites involving the deployment of people and equipment 

subjected to critical time and spatial requirements (air traffic rooms, 

metro/underground control rooms, etc.). The studies in these settings have 

produced great insight into the organisation of groups of people (ranging from 

dyads to groups of ten people or more) working with technology, and the object of 

study of this dissertation, collaborative project-making at the computer, can be 

informed by these findings. 

Social actors work in or orient to these centres as the designated point from 

which coordination is achieved. This coordination is done through a range of people, 

technologies, and practices, and its aim is to render possible the achievement of 

coordination of resources towards specific goals (organising planes on a runway 

for example). One of the aims of CSCW is both to better understand these centres 
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of coordination and to develop technologies facilitating their organisation and 

usage. The study of the London Underground Line Control Room (Heath & Luff, 

1992) describes a rich array of practices in the moment-to-moment organisation of 

the control room. Far from simply communicating with each other, people in the 

control room rely on the monitoring of other people’s actions around them to 

organise their own work. For example, overheard conversations or phone calls, or 

glances at camera monitors are important elements which people use to understand 

what is being achieved around them and to coordinate their interrelated work. 

Moreover, some actions are purposefully designed to be seen or heard by nearby 

co-workers. It is for example the case of controllers, who are in charge of rewriting 

timetables. As they modify timetables, they talk out loud through their procedure, 

without establishing a specific recipiency, in order to let co-workers overhear the 

information. As a result co-workers are notified of changes and can act on their own 

task if necessary, and if controllers are silent, they know that things are stable. 

Several other centres of coordination have been studied: air-traffic control rooms 

(Hughes et al., 1988; Harper et al., 1989a, 1989b, 1991), airport ground operations 

(Goodwin & Goodwin, 1996; Suchman, 1997), ambulance dispatch centres 

(Bowers & Martin, 1999; Normark & Randall, 2005), and call centres (Ackerman 

& Halverson, 1998; Martin et al., 2007). All point to this interconnectedness, 

mutual monitoring, and rendering key actions as publicly noticeable, as important 

practices for the organisation of centres of coordination. 

After having presented an overview of CSCW and its main areas of research, 

the next chapter presents how CA can inform CSCW. 

3.4.2 Bringing CA and CSCW together 

As it was demonstrated above in chapters 3.1 and 3.2, CA is anchored in 

ethnomethodology. On the other hand, CSCW does not have clearly specified 

methodological outlines other than ethnography (Crabtree et al., 2012). This 

dissertation relies on the concept of ‘situated action’ developed by Suchman (1987) 

within CSCW to bring the CA methodology and CSCW on an equal conceptual 

footing. 

Suchman argues that people’s actions are situated and unfold in relation to the 

situation at hand, rather than in relation to pre-established plans and goals. These 

goals and plans are described as being resources amongst others instead of being 

clear-cut paths which people take no matter what. This vision of action fits well 

with the characteristics of sense-making as described by Garfinkel.  As it was 
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presented in chapter 3.1, all talk is indexical and must be understood within its 

specific context.  Moreover, talk is also retrospective in that it refers to what has 

just been said or done, and it is prospective, because it affects what will be said and 

done next. Indexicality and the retrospective and prospective nature of talk cement 

it as a situated production.  As a result, there is a convergence between the concept 

of ‘situated action’ as presented by Suchman and talk as theorised by Garfinkel. It 

is through the prism of situated action that the proceedings and the findings of this 

dissertation must be understood. 

Now that CA and CSCW have been brought on an equal conceptual footing, 

the next section details previous research carried out using CA or 

ethnomethodology to benefit CSCW. 

3.4.3 Research in CA, ethnomethodology and CSCW 

Several researchers have used the CA methodology or ethnomethodology to inform 

the field of CSCW. This chapter is a review of some of those papers, with two aims: 

locate this dissertation in the broader academic landscape of the CA/CSCW 

research, and bring forward papers which have studied collaboration at the 

computer directly or indirectly. The common focus of these papers is the study of 

IT. This overview is organised according to the technology studied, following this 

list: mobile phones, new technologies at home, and video-mediated communication. 

CA/CSCW focus on these technologies because people use them to talk, with 

mobile phones and computer-mediated communication for example, or talk when 

they are around them. Most papers discussed below use CA, while some are strictly 

based on an ethnomethodological approach, in which case it will be indicated. 

Moreover, papers directly relevant to this dissertation are discussed more in-depth 

in the theoretical chapter of their respective analytical chapters. 

Mobile phones 

The articles on mobile phones revolve around the study of the normative order of 

interactions while on the phone. Weilenmann (2003) provides initial observations 

on the character of mobile phone conversations, especially in relation to location, 

activity and availability. She demonstrates that the common question “What are 

you doing?” usually elicits not only a response about activity, but also about 

location, which in turn informs the caller about the availability of the participants. 

Weilenmann reports that in some situations where the called seems to be busy, the 
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caller employs strategies to give the called a chance to end the conversation. On a 

similar topic, Esbjörnsson & Weilenmann (2005) show how participants negotiate 

and establish their availability according to their location. When the called 

expresses his/her unavailability and the need to end the call, the caller switches 

topic to future plans, with the implication that he/she is probing for any possible 

availability. The called can also establish availability even though the location does 

not seem suited for a phone call. It is the case in this paper for a phone call received 

and answered in a classroom. The called himself replies to the “What are you 

doing?” question with a location, along with an unsolicited mention that the phone 

call can take place regardless. Here availability is established by the called. Finally, 

the called can express his/her unavailability by expressing his/her current activity. 

In this paper, the called initiates the end of a call by explaining that she is in a 

changing room. The location and the activity are used to initiate the end of the call. 

On the topic of location, Licoppe (2009) studies the relevance of the state of co-

proximity for participants having a conversation on the phone. Participants, upon 

commenting and discussing on their current location, can establish a state of co-

proximity. Establishing and making salient this state of co-proximity makes 

relevant a face-to-face encounter. Failure to propose said encounter is usually 

followed by apologies and explanations why said encounter cannot take place. 

Weilenmann and Leuchovius (2004) explore how participant establish their 

position (called ‘positioning’) in the world on the phone. Positioning is achieved 

depending on the current activity. For familiar places between speakers, 

participants use their own terminology (“home”, “school”, “the pit”). They also 

rely on their shared background and use places they have been together before. 

These positionings are called “where-we-met-last-time” formulations. When the 

object of the call is the coordination of a meeting, the current location of the speaker 

is provided, so that an estimation of the time left until the person arrives at the 

meeting place can be done. Esbjörnsson, Juhlin and Weilenmann (2007) study the 

“interactional adaptation” of participants on the phone while driving. Participants 

give cues to their recipients about the current driving conditions in order to suspend 

their involvement in the conversation, for example when a tricky manoeuvre is 

about to be achieved. 

IT at home 

The studies in this section focus on either informing the design of IT, or on better 

understanding the technologies already in use in the household.  
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Crabtree & Rodden (2004) study domestic routines and more specifically “the 

sequences of practical action that make those routines visible” (p. 194), with the 

aim of informing the design of IT device for the home. In order to understand those 

sequences of actions, Crabtree & Rodden rely on three concepts: 

– Ecological Habitats: places where communication media live and where 

residents go in order to locate particular resources. 

– Activity Centres: places where media are actively produced and consumed and 

where information is transformed. 

– Coordinate Displays: places where media are displayed and made available to 

residents to coordinate their activities (p. 205). 

The “media” refer to any elements coming into or going out of the home, for 

example the mail. As such, picking up, opening, and displaying the mail can be 

done at different spots. The authors argue that understanding how people handle 

those media in relation to these three locations is key in designing IT for the home. 

Grinter et al. (2009) study home networking and its integration in the 

household. The authors find that many of the difficulties related to home 

networking revolve around two types of work: technical work related to 

understanding the technology and how to act on it, and work related to adapting the 

network to the household needs and its routines. This ethnomethodological study 

brings forward the many problems that households face when trying to integrate 

home networking into their household: equipment installation is complicated, it is 

tied to some key requirements (like having a power plug nearby), and it sometimes 

threatens the ecological order established in the house (cables are not aesthetically 

pleasing, the router itself might not fit the current interior decoration, etc.). 

Moreover, setting up a home network requires a set of specific skills, usually met 

by only one member of the household. This causes problems in the integration of 

the home network into the routines of the household because said member is not 

particularly aware of the needs of all household members. 

Hyland et al. (2018), in an ethnomethodological study, focus on understanding 

how households create grocery lists, in order to develop proactive systems. The 

authors demonstrate that lists are strongly related to need anticipation. Physical lists 

are indexical, intentionally vague but clear enough for the person in charge of 

shopping. “Beans” might not be clear enough for an outside observer, but for a 

household member regularly in charge of shopping, a typical brand and amount 

will be attached to that word. Items can be added to the list either accidentally, 

while cooking and realising that one is running out of thyme, or intentionally, when 
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consulting a household member about his/her needs. Digital lists, on the other hand, 

are not indexical. They usually designate the very precise item that should be 

bought. Moreover, doing a digital list is often akin to doing the shopping itself, as 

those lists are often tied to online stores. The article concludes that automating need 

anticipation is particularly difficult for several reasons. Sensors might not be 

enough to know when something is running low, as that can be dependent on the 

household. Pattern recognition might not be enough either: just because something 

has been bought three weeks in a row does not necessarily mean that it will have to 

be bought next week. Moreover, implicit knowledge (things which are known but 

never talked about in the household) sets another boundary for an automated system. 

The household members in charge of shopping know that a specific brand of 

yoghurt might be a problem, but integrating this into an automated system is a 

serious challenge. As a result, the authors suggest that such automated systems in 

charge of need anticipation take an accountable role, and to let users check, 

influence and modify the systems in place. 

Video-mediated communication 

Video-mediated communication refers to interactions taking place thanks to 

software such as Skype, or more professional systems relying on multiple cameras 

to try to recreate a face-to-face ecology remotely. The studies presented below 

analyse data of participants talking and collaborating remotely via video-mediated 

communication, and their findings inform the design of improved video-mediated 

communication systems. This dissertation indirectly participates to this effort by 

providing insight into practices deployed by participants in collaborative project-

making at the computer. The findings of this dissertation develop our understanding 

of how participants collaborate at the computer, which in turn can inform the design 

of video-mediated communication systems. 

One of the main concerns regarding the development of video-mediated 

communication technology has been the production of physical pointing gestures. 

Luff et al. (2014) summarise the core characteristics of pointings, and why 

producing them in video-mediated communications is proving difficult. In order 

for pointings to be understood, the pointer and the recipient must share access to 

the same local ecology. This ecology is comprised of the body of the pointer, so 

that the pointing can be fully seen from its starting point to its apex, the object being 

pointed at, and talk contextualising the pointing (see also chapter 3.2.4 on 

multimodality). Luff et al. (2003) demonstrates that video-mediated interactions 
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only give partial access to these elements, and describes the ecology made available 

to the participants as “fragmented”, which as a result makes pointing extremely 

difficult. Efforts have been made to develop technologies displaying more of the 

participants’ local ecology, especially in the context of workplace use. Some of 

these improvements include document sharing via the use of a camera and an extra 

screen, or cameras filming not only in a “portrait” fashion (head and shoulder only) 

but also including the entire upper body and the surroundings of the user, as it can 

be seen in the Agora media space (Luff et al., 2014). The t-Room (Hirata et al., 

2008) is a complex media space consisting of eight large monoliths surrounding 

the participants, on which the image of the remote participants is displayed. The 

aim of this media space is to display a “life-like” image of the remote participants, 

thus reducing to a minimum the fragmentation of the ecology. 

Video-mediated communication has also been studied in its more general 

aspects in everyday life and institutional settings. Licoppe (2017a) examines Skype 

call openings and describes their main characteristics. First, participants in Skype 

calls do not orient to the typical phone behaviour: the receiver does not necessarily 

talk first. Second, the visual appearances of both participants, and what Licoppe 

describes as their “displays of involvement”, are treated as noticeable by 

participants in the opening phase. This means that greetings can be repeated 

multiple times and can extend over several multiple turns when the participants 

“work” towards establishing a joint interaction frame. This establishment can take 

several steps and is directly related to technological constraints or to the 

participants’ physical configuration. As such, first greetings can be exchanged 

when the call is established through audio but video has not loaded yet, then other 

greetings will be produced when the video is visible for one or both participants, 

and so on. The same phenomenon can be observed when the participants’ physical 

configuration varies throughout the call. Participants seem to orient towards a 

“talking-head” configuration as the normative joint interaction frame, and any 

variations from that (if a participant gets up and leaves the frame for example) can 

lead to a greeting once the normative order is re-established. Licoppe (2017b) 

studies the practices associated with showing objects on Skype. He establishes two 

categories of showings: gestural showings and sequential showings. Gestural 

showings have to be understood in relation to already ongoing talk (referred to as 

“talking-and-showing”), whereas for sequential showing, the showing of an 

artefact is the object of its own sequence (“showing-and-talking”). Sequential 

showings can further be divided into two sub-categories: informative showings, 

recipient-designed which presuppose a lack of knowledge about said artefact on the 
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recipient’s side, and evocative showings, at the extreme opposite of informative 

showings, which assume that the recipient is knowledgeable enough to ‘see’ the 

object in the right way and understand the showing. 

Regarding the use of video-mediated communication in institutional settings, 

Licoppe (2015) has studied the production of wide shots in the courtroom. He 

demonstrates that these shots are sequentially relevant and sequentially motivated. 

For example, when there is a shift in recipiency from the president of the 

commission to the entire commission, the clerk of the courtroom switches from a 

medium shot to a wide shot. These changes in shots follow the sequential unfolding 

of the interaction, and more generally the different phases comprising a court 

hearing. In a similar fashion, Licoppe and Veyrier (2017) examine the ways 

interpreters are made visible in courtrooms relying on video-mediated 

communication. Following the observations of Hindmarsh and Pilnick (2002) on 

tacit practices, they demonstrate that visual ecologies are managed following two 

rules: first, the current speaker should be on screen, and second, anyone else visible 

on screen while the current speaker is talking marks that person as being of special 

relevance to what is being said. 

Chapter 1 has established the aims of the dissertation, in chapter 2 the research 

materials and transcription methods have been discussed, and in chapter 3 the 

theoretical and methodological background used for this dissertation have been 

presented. The information presented allow people from a CA or a CSCW 

background to understand the objectives of the dissertation, and to grasp how the 

analyses are carried out and the findings gathered. In the previous chapters, the data, 

the theoretical background and the methodology used in this dissertation were 

presented. It has been established that the aim of the dissertation is to study 

recurrent practices used by participants in face-to-face collaborative interaction at 

the computer by using the CA methodology in order to inform the field of CSCW. 

The dissertation now moves on to its analytical chapters. 
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4 Do we X, should/shall we X, let’s X – Three 
formats to propose actions in collaborative 
project-making at the computer 

As it was mentioned above, the first analytical chapter of this dissertation studies 

linguistic formats of proposals routinely used by participants in collaborative 

project-making1. Proposals are the main way through which participants move their 

collaborative project forward, as such they are central to their project. Moreover, 

proposals, by being inclusive, promote collaboration and shared decision-making. 

More specifically, the formats studied are Do we X, Should/Shall we X, and Let’s X. 

Then, this chapter further develops the findings of Stivers and Sidnell’s (2016) 

study on proposals used for activity collaboration. It demonstrates that participants 

use the format Let’s X to display disjunctive proposals, and the format Should we X 

to display adjunct proposals. Furthermore, it is shown that users and non-users use 

disjunctive Let’s X proposals in different sequential contexts, the former while 

manipulating the computer to implement the proposed actions, and the latter to stop 

ongoing activities and to direct manipulations of the computer. Then, it is 

demonstrated that non-users are far less likely to produce adjunct proposals in the 

data, and it is explained that they rely on vocalised transitions inside activities to 

do so. 

In order to carry out the analyses, it was decided to follow the principles of the 

Interactional Linguistic approach. The analyses rely on a collection of 32 proposals. 

Two hours of data in French have been omitted from the studies in this chapter as 

this language does not fit the formats under scrutiny. Three formats are studied: Do 

we X, Should/Shall we X, and Let’s X. The format Should/Shall we X represent the 

majority of those proposals (n=13), followed by Let’s X (n=10), and various formats 

such as Do we X (n=6), We could (n=1), I could (n=1) and Do you (n=1). Due to 

them being very rare, the formats We could, I could and Do you did not lead to 

systematic findings, and as a result they are not included in the analyses. 

Before presenting the plan of this chapter, key terms used in the analyses are 

defined here. The first key terms are immediate and remote actions. The analyses 

demonstrate how the formats of proposals and the embodied actions deployed 

along with them by participants display and propose an immediate or a remote next 

action. Immediate actions are carried out on the spot right after the recipient has 

agreed to them. Remote actions are not carried out on the spot after the recipient’s 

 
1 The findings of this chapter are based on the original article Sokol (2019). 
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agreement, instead they are carried out several minutes later. Other actions and 

tasks are achieved between a proposal for a remote next action and the action itself. 

The second key terms are adjunct and disjunct proposals. The nature of these 

proposals must be understood in relation to what is happening right before they are 

produced. Adjunct proposals build on what is happening and develop the ongoing 

interaction trajectory further, whereas disjunct proposals deviate from what is 

happening and propose a new course of action.  

This analytical chapter is divided into three parts: the first part demonstrates 

how participants organise immediate or remote actions with proposals. This is 

demonstrated by analysing the design of each of the three formats, as well as the 

deployment of the proposed actions by the speakers (directly for immediate 

proposals, some minutes after the proposal for remote proposals). The second part 

focuses on cases of self-initiated self-repairs of proposals, and it demonstrates that 

participants can re-orient next proposed actions from remote to immediate ones. 

Finally, the third chapter focuses on the formats Should/Shall we X and Let’s X in 

relation with the dichotomy of user/non-user of the computer, and demonstrates 

that participants routinely use these formats to produce respectively adjunct and 

disjunctive proposals during collaborative project-making. It is also demonstrated 

that users and non-users use these formats in different interactional contexts and 

with different interactional goals. The next chapter presents existing studies on 

proposals. 

4.1 Previous studies on proposals 

Proposals are defined as social actions expressing a possible next action and 

involving the recipient(s) in the process of making a decision on this possibility. 

They project an acceptance or a rejection as the next action (Houtkoop-Streenstra, 

1987). In other words, proposals imply a joint decision (Charles et al., 1997; 

Stevanovic, 2012). Moreover, proposals belong to the broader group of directives. 

Directives are social actions attempting at making someone do something (or not 

do something) (Craven & Potter, 2010; M. Goodwin, 2006). They usually take the 

form of offers, requests, orders, instructions, and so on. 

Houtkoop-Streenstra (1987) describes two categories of proposals: immediate 

and remote proposals. Sequentially, immediate proposals take the form of a three-

part sequence – proposal, acceptance, acknowledgment – and are complied with 

right away. Remote proposals take the form of a five-part sequence: proposal, 

acceptance, request for confirmation, confirmation, acknowledgement. These two 
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extra turns in the sequence are motivated by the fact that those proposals put 

forward an action which cannot be complied with right away. Houtkoop-Streenstra 

demonstrates that the immediacy/remoteness of the proposed action influences the 

unfolding of the sequence following a proposal. Couper-Kuhlen (2014) describes 

proposals as inclusive actions taken by the group (self + other) and beneficial to the 

group. Moreover, she also describes them as “more symmetric and egalitarian in 

advocating joint action” (p. 630), as opposed to suggestions, which are aimed at 

and only concern the recipient (non-inclusive). She also highlights the most 

common formats of proposals, which include elements such as the pronoun we, the 

modals can and could, and the question-word interrogative Why don’t I/we X.  

Stivers and Sidnell (2016) study two formats of proposals in activity 

collaboration: Let’s X and How about X. They show that each format is used to 

propose an activity, while also displaying the nature of that activity as either being 

disjunct from the previous one (Let’s X) or an incremental modification of the 

ongoing activity (How about we X). ). Asmuβ and Oshima (2012) study the 

interrelation between proposing future actions, questions of entitlement, aligning 

and affiliative moves, and the negotiation of institutional roles in two-party 

company strategy meetings at the workplace. Their analyses illustrate how 

participants orient not only to the acceptance or rejection of proposals, but also to 

the speakers’ entitlement to make proposals. Moreover, their study highlights the 

crucial importance of multimodal resources such as mutual gaze, the orientation to 

the computer projection, or the typing of documents, and how these resources are 

actively used to display (dis)alignment and (dis)affiliation in regards to proposals 

and entitlement to produce them. 

After having presented existing studies on proposals, the analytical part of this 

chapter starts by studying how participants organise immediate or remote actions 

with proposals. 

4.2 Organising immediate/remote actions with proposals 

The first part of the analytical section of this chapter demonstrates how participants 

organise immediate or remote actions with proposals. Immediate actions are carried 

right away by the user, whereas remote actions take place later on, ranging from a 

couple minutes to half an hour in the data. This chapter focuses first on proposals 

organising immediate actions, which are produced with the formats Should/Shall 

we X and Let’s X. It demonstrates that participants organise immediate actions 

through these formats and embodied actions with the computer while producing 
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proposals, for example by having both hands on the keyboard, moving the hand 

towards the mouse, or using the mouse and going through menus. This chapter also 

shows that participants organise and display remote actions by using the format Do 

we X along with a temporary disengagement from the computer, displaying that the 

proposed action will be carried out later. Then, two cases of self-repairs 

demonstrate how participants can re-orient their proposed next actions from remote 

to immediate ones, and how the formats of the proposal reflect the speakers’ actions. 

4.2.1 Three formats used to organise immediate or remote actions 

with proposals 

This section starts by studying two formats routinely used by participants in the 

data to organise immediate actions: Should/Shall we X and Let’s X. It demonstrates 

that through these formats, along with embodied actions at the computer, 

participants display that these proposed actions will be carried out right away. 

The analyses start with the study of the format Should/Shall we X. In Excerpt 

6, participants are moving on to a new slide on the topic of computers, after having 

just finished a slide on electricity. The new slide is displayed by the user on line 7. 

 
(6) Turing-Tesla – 25:05 

01 A: hm:, 
02 ↑hm ↑hm, 
03 ok, 
04 (0.5) 
05 A: sounds good, 
06 B: ok, 
07 |(0.6) 
   a: | displays a new slide 
08 A: (.) now we move to, 
09 B: (.) do,  
10 [computer,] 
11 A: [computers,] 
12 *(3.5)* 
   a: *typing the title of the new slide* 
13 A:→  should we also add a picture, 
14 (0.4) and, 
15 *(0.8)* | °stuff°, 
   a: *moves mouse to the Slide Layout menu button* 
         | clicks to open the menu 
16 B: yeah, 
17 A: ◦yeah◦ |, 



67 

   a:        | clicks on a specific layout 
18 (.) haha, 

From lines 1 to 5, A is looking at the screen, as she produces hm:, ↑hm ↑hm, ok, 

(0.5) sounds good, assessing positively the slide on the topic of electricity produced 

collaboratively by both participants. This assessment is followed by ok uttered by 

B on line 6, producing an agreement to A’s assessment. This is followed by A 

displaying a new slide on line 7, orienting to B’s agreement to her assessment as a 

go-ahead to start working on the next slide. This transition to a new slide is 

vocalised by A on line 8 with (.) now we move to, co-completed (Lerner, 2004) by 

B with (.) do, [computers]. Through this co-completion, B shows alignment with 

the transition to the new slide, while reminding A of the subject of the next slide. 

On line 12, A types “Computers”, the title of the slide. 

Directly following her typing, she produces should we also add a picture, (0.4) 

and, (0.8) °stuff° on lines 13 to 15. Her turn on line 13 possesses features commonly 

found in proposals, as demonstrated by Couper-Kuhlen (2014), namely the modal 

should and the pronoun we. Her turn on line 16 also elicits an agreement by the 

recipient on line 16 with yeah. Those elements show that A produces a proposal on 

lines 13 to 15. Moreover, she carries on-screen actions while producing the 

proposal, on line 15. Her actions, as described in the transcription, are related to the 

layout of the slide. Specifically, she is opening the Slide Layout menu on line 15. 

Some slides are better suited for pictures than others, as a result her actions are 

directly related to her proposal. In other words, she has already begun to implement 

her proposal on line 15, before B’s agreement on line 16. These on-screen actions 

display to the recipient that her proposal organises an action which will be carried 

out on the spot if it is accepted. This is confirmed on lines 16 and 17, when B’s 

agreement yeah is followed by A producing °yeah° too and pressing the mouse 

button on a specific layout, implementing the proposal immediately. 

Similarly, in Excerpt 7, a Should we X proposal produced in a context related 

to the polishing of bullet points leads to an agreement and an immediate action. In 

this excerpt, participants have finished all their slides, and are now polishing their 

project. 

 
 (7) Ikea Wars – 20:44 
 
01 B: from, 
02 (.) [yeah,] 
03 A:     [mhm,] 
04 *(2.0)*    
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   a: *right hand back on the mouse* 
05 ◦away ↑from◦=, 
06 B:→ =*should we capitalise those* *particular ones on 

th-* 
   a:  *highlighting text* 
   a:                                *the cursor moves 

from the Justify button to the bottom of the slide* 
07 A: (.) yeah, 
08 *(.)* *(0.4)* *(4.0)* 
   a:       *clicks on complimented* 

      *capitalizes complimented* 
              *capitalizes the rest of the list* 

09 B: the second one looks terrible now, 
10 A: ha, 
11 B: it’s all £spaced£ ha, 
12 (2.0) 

On lines 1 to 3, the participants are agreeing on the correction of a previous typo 

carried out before the start of the transcript. On line 4, the user moves his right hand 

from the keyboard to the mouse, and on line 5 he produces °away ↑from°. In this 

turn, he vocalises the content of the correction he has just accomplished. By doing 

so while also moving his hand from the keyboard to the mouse, he is displaying the 

end of his previous typing action. In this context, B self-selects on line 6 and 

produces should we capitalise those particular ones on th-. This turn possesses 

features commonly found in proposals, namely the modal should and the pronoun 

we. Moreover, B’s turn elicits an agreement on line 7, and the implementation of 

the action proposed on line 8. As a result, in this excerpt B produces a proposal on 

line 6. 

However, contrary to Excerpt 6, B is the non-user. He does not have access to 

the keyboard or the mouse, as a result he cannot display the immediacy of his 

proposed action through these means. Instead, he produces his proposal right as the 

user has displayed the end of his previous typing action, on line 5. B produces his 

proposal in a context where the user is available to carry out the proposed task 

immediately. Here it is the sequential position of the speaker’s turn which displays 

to the recipient that the proposal is organising an immediate action. This excerpt 

demonstrates how participants who do not have access to the keyboard or the mouse 

can rely on other resources, here the sequential position of their turns, to display 

and organise immediate actions, by analysing an example in which the non-user 

produces his proposal right after the user is done with his ongoing task. 
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In Excerpt 8, the speaker proposes an immediate action which will be carried 

out over several turns. In this excerpt, participants are deciding on what resources 

to use to look for information. 

 
(8) Turing-Tesla – 05:15 

01 A:   → $shall we just use Wikipedia, 
$ screenshot, picture 1 

02 haha 
03 (.) *for the sake of this$*, 
   a:     *lowers her right hand from the side of her  

head towards the mouse* 
                               $ screenshot, picture 2 

04  or, 
05 B: oh: sure, 
06 A: *hahaha*, 
   a: *hand back on the mouse* 
07 B: apparently it doesn’t even have to be accurate, 
08 (.) ha|haha, 
   a:       | minimises the PowerPoint page 
09 A: electricity was invented by George Washington ha, 
10 B: (.) hahaha, 
11 A: in the early fifteen hundreds, 
12 (2.0) 
13 A: hmm Firefox|, 
   a:            | double click on the Firefox icon 
14 (3.0) 
15 B: it’s cool that you mentioned Tesla, 
16 (0.8) 
17 A: *yes*, 
   a: *types in Wikipedia.com* 
18 (1.0) 
19 A: [big fan], 
20 B: [it’s a good pla]ce to start, 
21 A: big fan, 
22 (.) |ha, 
   a:     | the Wiki main page loads on the screen 
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A produces shall we just use Wikipedia, haha, (.) for the sake of this on line 1. Here 

again, some features of her turn are commonly found in proposals: the pronoun we 

and the modal shall. As she is producing for the sake of this, she slowly lowers her 

right hand, resting on the side of her head, towards the mouse. As she produces the 

proposal, she readies herself to carry it out. Her embodied action goes hand in hand 

with her proposal by displaying that the proposed action will get carried out 

immediately if it is accepted. B produces oh: sure, on line 5, agreeing to A’s 

proposal. Following B’s agreement, A grabs the mouse and starts a series of on-

screen actions which ultimately lead to her loading the Wiki main page 30 seconds 

later. While she is manipulating the computer, the non-user monitors the screen 

silently.  

It can be noted that the proposed action, which is the use of Wikipedia, is not 

carried out immediately. Rather, the steps leading to the proposed action are 

initiated immediately. This excerpt illustrates the range of what is considered 

“immediate” by speakers. Here, the speaker organises an immediate action even 

though the proposal and the accomplishment of the action proposed are separated 

by roughly 20 seconds. During those 20 seconds, the non-user looks at the screen 

in silence, displaying along with his agreement oh: sure on line 5 that he is waiting 

for the proposed task to be carried out. This excerpt illustrates the leniency 

displayed by participants in what they consider “immediate”. 

In Excerpt 9, A produces a proposal while having both hands on the keyboard 

and looking at the screen. The proposal is produced while participants are 

describing the early developments of airplanes. 
 
(9) Ramjet – 19:30 

 
01 A:→ *$shall we, 
   a: *-> both hands on keyboard, looking at the screen 

   $ screenshot 

02 describe how like, 
03 you know, 
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04 they, 
05 (.) pretty much made that, 
06 (.) in their bicycle shop, 
07 (1.0) 
08 B: yeah, 
09 (.) hahaha 
10 (.) I think tha- 
11 that* works, 
   a:   ->* starts typing 

On lines 1 to 6, A self-selects and produces shall we, describe how like, you know, 

they, (.) pretty much made that, (.) in their bicycle shop. The modal shall and the 

pronoun we are features of proposals (Couper-Kuhlen, 2014). Two intra-turn short 

silences can be noted on lines 5 and 6, displaying some hesitation during the 

production of his turn. His turn is prefaced by Shall we, clearly indicating an 

inclusive and possible action, while the body of his turn defines the pragmatic 

content of this possible inclusive action. Together, these elements form a proposal. 

While he is producing his turn, both of his hands are on the keyboard, and he is 

looking at the screen. He displays a readiness to carry out the proposed task, which 

contributes in organising an immediate action. Once the proposal is accepted by B 

on lines 8 to 11, A starts to type the description of the early developments of 

airplanes that he proposed just before. Similarly to Excerpt 6, the speaker relies 

both on talk and on his embodied actions to propose an immediate next action. 

As it has been demonstrated, participants organising immediate next actions do 

so both through talk with Should/Shall we X proposals and through embodied 

actions. They communicate through their body their readiness to do the proposed 

action. These embodied actions can take the form of first steps towards the 

implementation of proposed actions, as in Excerpt 6. In Excerpt 8, the user moves 

her hand towards the mouse, and in Excerpt 9, the user has both hands on the 

keyboard, showing readiness to type. It is important to note, however, that these 

embodied actions only concern users of the computer. In Excerpt 7, it has been 

showed that the non-user displays an immediate next action by waiting until the 

ongoing task is complete to produce his proposal. In this case, it is the sequential 

position of the proposal which displays the nature of the action being proposed. 

Following the examples of Should/Shall we X proposals, the next excerpts 

analyse Let’s X proposals, and show how participants use them along with 

embodied actions to propose and organise immediate next actions. 

In Excerpt 10, participants are working on a slide about potential future 

evolutions of microwave ovens. 
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(10) Self-driving Cars – 19:15 
 
01 A: oh the | next slide was abou:t, 
   a:        | displays the next slide 
02 (.) uh [haha] | £potential£, 
   a:               | selects the textbox on the slide 
03 B:        [yeah], 
04 A: £changes to the *future*£, 
   a:                 *hand off the mouse until line 12* 
05 (0.4) 
06 A: hm:, 
07 (1.5) 
08 B: mh, 
09 (1.0) 
10 B:→ let’s go back *[to] the microwave Wiki*, 
   b:              *pointing at the screen* 
11 A:                [()] 
12 B: *(.) [and]* see if there is anything, 
13 A:      [°(ok)°,] | 
   a: *hand back on mouse* 

               | clicks to the Wiki page 
14 (1.0) 
15 B: as far as,  
16 like “residential use”, 
17 “hazards”, 
18 (3.0) 
19 B: “heating characteristics”, 
20 (2.0) 
21 A: “effects on food and nutrients”, 

On line 1, A displays a new slide on the screen. While she is doing so, she 

announces the object of the slide with haha potential changes to the future on lines 

2-4. She does so while laughing, indicating an unusual object of study. On line 2, 

she also selects the textbox on the slide, potentially projecting upcoming typing. B 

produces yeah on line 3, acknowledging A’s announcement. At the end of her turn 

on line 4, she moves her hand away from the mouse and the keyboard, keeping 

them both on her lap, looking at the screen. By selecting the textbox and by looking 

at the screen after placing her hands on her lap, she displays a moment of thinking 

before typing, and she invites her co-participants to collaborate on the redaction of 

this bullet point. 

On lines 6 and 8, participants respectively produce hm: and mh, potentially 

displaying active thinking about the new slide. On lines 10-12, after a silence, B 

self-selects and produces the proposal let’s go back to the microwave Wiki, and see 

if there is anything, while pointing at the screen. His turn puts forward an action, 
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here checking again a Wiki page previously visited. It is also inclusive, through the 

form let us. Moreover, it is followed by an agreement by the recipient with ok on 

line 13. Finally, the action proposed by the speaker is implemented on line 13. 

These elements indicate that B produces a proposal on lines 10-12. 

Moreover, as it can be observed from the transcript, the proposed action is 

carried out immediately: the proposal is produced on lines 10-12, it is agreed to on 

line 13, and the Wiki page is displayed on line 13. While B is producing his proposal, 

he points at the screen on line 10. His pointing is held until the user begins to move 

her hand towards the mouse on line 13. Once B can see that A is moving her hand 

towards the mouse, he retracts his pointing. By holding his pointing gesture until A 

moves her hand towards the mouse, he displays that the action being proposed 

should be carried out on the spot. 

A similar case in presented with Excerpt 11. In this excerpt, the pair is looking 

for information on current developments of automated cars. At the beginning of the 

transcript, the participants are reading the introductory paragraph of a Wiki page. 

However, they quickly realise that it does not contain the information they are 

looking for. 

 
(11) – Self-Driving Cars 41:13 

01 A: twenties and thirties,  
02 (.) °jeez°, 
03 (3.0) 
04 B: uh yeah so, 
05 A: ok *anyways what’s like modern* or, 
   a:         *scrolling down* 
06 A: (0.3) recent deve[lopment], 
07 B:                  [let’s see this$], 
   b:                       .........------- 
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                                            $ screenshot 

08  (0.2) *(.)* *(0.4)* 
   a:             *A scrolls down displaying the paragraph  

pointed at by B* 
            *hand off the mouse* 

   b: --------------,, 

A produces twenties and thirties, (.) jeez on line 1, reading aloud from the screen 

and displaying her surprise about the fact that autonomous cars have been 

conceptualised for so long. After some silence, B produces uh yeah so, on line 4, 

which is quickly followed by A producing ok anyways what’s like modern or. B’s 

turn on line 4 acknowledges A’s previous turn on lines 1-2, while also reframing 

the search. A quickly complies with ok on line 5-6 while reorienting towards 

modern autonomous cars, as she starts scrolling down on the same turn. On line 7, 

B self-selects and produces let’s see this while pointing at the screen and slightly 

moving his chest forward, in overlap with the end of A’s turn. 

B’s turn let’s see this on line 7 puts forward an action, here checking the 

paragraph he is pointing at. Moreover, it is inclusive, with the format let us. Finally, 

the action proposed is carried out, displaying clear compliance. Through these 

features, B produces a proposal. Said proposal is complied with immediately by the 

recipient on line 8, as she scrolls down to display the paragraph pointed at by B. B 

holds his pointing until the paragraph is showed on the screen, displaying that his 

proposal puts forward an immediate action, in a fashion similar to Excerpt 10. Here 
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again, multimodal features are combined by the speaker to organise and propose an 

immediate action. 

In Excerpt 12, there are three Let’s X proposals organising immediate actions. 

Participants are looking for information on early developments of computers on the 

Computer Wiki page. 

 

(12) Thank You Science – 50:30 

 
01 B: we need date of invention, 
02 A:  we just- 
03 we just put the- the- the- the- 
04 date somewhere around, 
05 B: yeah, 

 
 ((twenty seconds omitted during which participants  
 talk about potentially working with two laptops to  
 save time)) 

 
26 A: *hm:*, 
   a: *scrolling down* 
27 “nineteen thirty-seven”, 
28 *(.)*(0.6) 
   a: *scrolling down* 
29 B:  → *let’s have a look*, 
   b: *pointing at the screen* 
30 [cause-] 
31 A: [“the first modern] digital computer”, 
32 (.) let’s have what? 
33 B:  → (.) let’s have a little bit- 
34 look inside cause the- 
35 A: .hh 
36 *(.)* *(1.0)* 
      a: *scrolls up* 
       *moves the mouse cursor and clicks on the  
 Turing machine link* 
37 A: cause we don’t (have any time) to educate 
 ourselves, 
38 B:       yeah, 
39 I know, 
40 *(.)*(2.0)*(.)*(2.0) 
   a: *scrolling down* 
           *scrolling down* 
41 B: *“the first, 
   b:       *-->pointing at the screen 
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42 digital electronic computer”*, 
   b:                          -->*end of the pointing 
43 about “nineteen forty nineteen forty-five”, 
44 (0.5) 
45 A:  → let’s put nineteen forty-five then|, 
   a:                                   | displays the 
 PowerPoint window 
46 (1.0) 
47 A: can we. 
48 B: yeah, 

On lines 1 to 5, the participants establish the object of their search. On line 1, A 

reminds the recipient that they now need to mention the date of invention of 

computers. A agrees on lines 2-4, as he suggests where to put the date on the slide. 

B agrees with yeah on line 5. Twenty seconds of interaction are then omitted from 

the transcript, during which the participants discuss the possibility of working faster 

by using two laptops, an idea which is ultimately abandoned as the pair resumes 

their search for information on line 26. A scrolls down the Wiki page and produces 

hm: on line 26, and on line 27 he utters nineteen thirty seven while looking at the 

screen. B remains silent, and treats A’s turn as reading aloud a piece of information 

from the screen. 

Reading aloud is followed by A scrolling down once more on line 28, while 

both participants are looking at the screen in silence. On lines 29-30, B self-selects 

and produces let’s have a look, [cause-] while pointing at the screen. The end of 

her turn is produced in overlap with [“the first modern] digital computer”, 

produced by A on line 31, here presumable reading aloud from the screen again. 

However, he abandons his reading aloud and produces let’s have what? on line 32, 

initiating a repair. It is followed by the repair itself, produced by B on lines 33-34 

let’s have a little bit- look inside cause the- Here B reiterates her proposal, 

indicating that she wants to have a look inside, explaining more clearly that she is 

interested in investigating a link present on the page. 

In the segment from lines 29 to 34, B produces her proposal twice. Her turn 

possesses features observed on other proposals before: it puts forward an action, 

here checking a link present on the screen, it is inclusive, and it leads to an implicit 

agreement as A scrolls up and clicks on her proposed link on line 36, granting her 

proposal. Another feature observed in previous proposals in this section is the 

finger pointing accomplished by B while she is uttering her proposal. However it 

is important to note a difference in her gesture, as her pointing is deployed close to 

her body, far away from the screen, and it is withdrawn at the end of her proposal 
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on line 29. This could partly indicate why A did not immediately acknowledge B’s 

proposal and initiated a repair. 

However, as it will be demonstrated with the second proposal of this excerpt 

on line 15, participants producing proposals with the format Let’s X do not 

systematically rely on gestures to organise and display immediate actions. Once the 

link is opened on line 36, the participants’ search continues on this new page. On 

line 37, A produces cause we don’t (have the time) to educate ourselves, possibly 

accounting for why he scrolled down past the date he read aloud on line 27. This is 

acknowledged by B on lines 38-39 with yeah, I know. Then, A scrolls down twice 

on line 20, as both participants are silently reading from the screen. On lines 41-43, 

B self-selects and produces “the first, digital electronic computer”, about 

“nineteen forty nineteen forty-five” while pointing at the screen. Her turn is 

followed by a silence, then A produces let’s put nineteen forty-five then, and 

displays the PowerPoint slide at the end of his turn. His turn is inclusive, it puts 

forward a possible action, and it elicits an agreement on line 48 yeah. It can be 

noted that this proposal is first followed by silence, then A producing can we, 

further pursuing a response from B. Delays in the production of second pair parts 

have been observed to be used by recipients to display dispreference towards the 

first pair parts they are following (Pomerantz, 1984). Through this delay, B could 

display resistance towards the proposal and the entitlement displayed by A, 

although she ultimately agrees to it. 

The notable difference with the other Let’s X proposals analysed in this section 

is the display of the PowerPoint window. A takes a step towards the implementation 

of his proposal before B’s second pair part. The same phenomenon has been 

observed in Should/Shall we X proposals studied above in this chapter, where it has 

been demonstrated that users display immediate actions by starting to implement 

the object of their proposal. The analysis of Excerpt 12 indicates that this 

phenomenon is shared across the formats Should/Shall we X and Let’s X. 

Participants producing those two formats can rely on on-screen actions to display 

immediate actions. 

The observation and analyses of Let’s X turns-at-talk in the data also show that 

pointing at the screen while producing proposals is something done almost 

exclusively by non-users. This can be explained by the roles of users/non-users and 

the affordances coming with them. Users can take advantage of their on-screen 

actions to display immediate actions, whereas non-users must rely on different 

methods to do so. It is also worth noting that non-users point at the screen while 
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producing Let’s X proposals almost exclusively. This observation will be developed 

in chapter 4.3 in the study of adjunct and disjunctive proposals. 

To summarise this section so far, participants use Let’s X and Shall/Should we 

X proposals to organise and display immediate actions. Users deploy on-screen 

actions and show their readiness to carry out the proposed action to display 

immediate proposals. Non-users, on the other hand, rely on the sequential position 

of their proposal, as in Excerpt 7, or on physical pointing gestures along with the 

format Let’s X. Although Should/Shall we X and Let’s X proposals both display and 

organise immediate actions, it will be demonstrated in chapter 4.3 that the former 

is used to display adjunct proposals and the latter disjunctive ones. 

While the formats Should/Shall we X and Let’s X are used by participants to 

organise immediate actions, it will be demonstrated now that participants organise 

remote actions with the format Do we X. 

In Excerpt 13, a pair of participants has been working on their slide on mobile 

phones for a few minutes, and has already typed out some basic information about 

their general description. 

 
(13) The BC Years – 08:34 

01 A: hm “facilitates portable communi[cation]”, 
02 B:                                 [so how-] 
03 *well I guess that’s how it changed, 
   a: *-> both hands on the keyboard 
04 (.) our lives, 
05 A: mhm, 
06 →  $(.) do we want that on the after portion*, 
   a:            both hands on the keyboard ->* 

$ screenshot, picture 1 
07 $ *cause* we have before, 
   a:   *sits back, away from the keyboard* 

$ screenshot, picture 2 

08 people had to use, 
09 (1.0) 
10 A: like were stuck [with] using phones () at work, 
11 B:                 [mhm,] 
12 ri[ght], 
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13 A:   [and] then after, 
14 people could use phones in their cars, 
15 they could, 
16 B: (.) right, 
17 A: (.) hm, 
18 (3.0) 
19 B: °let’s see if there is anything interesting°, 

 
((7 minutes of talk omitted where the participants 
keep working on the slide about general information 
for mobile phones, then move on to the slide on “life 
before” and “life after” mobile phones)) 

 
710 A: after:, 
711 hm:, 
712 (0.7) 
713 B: easier to communicate, 
714 *(5.0)* 
   a: *typing easier to communicate* 

On line 1, A reads out facilitates portable communication from the slide. B’s turn 

on lines 2 and 3 emits the idea that this information might not be fit for the slide on 

general information about mobile phones, and should rather be put on a slide listing 

the new possibilities they offer. It is important to note that at this moment the pair 

is working on their slide presenting general information about mobile phones. A’s 

turn on line 6 seems to agree with this, as she produces do we want that on the after 

portion. She uses the inclusive pronoun we in her turn, a feature commonly found 

in proposals. She also puts forward an action, and elicits the recipient’s agreement. 

After line 6, she accounts for why she has emitted the idea of moving facilitates 

portable communication to the after portion on lines 7-15. Her account is followed 

by a first agreement by B on lines 11-12 with [mhm], ri[ght]. Then A produces on 

lines 13-15 [and] then after, people could use phones in their cars, they could, 

which is agreed to by B with right, on line 16. The inclusive we, the action put 

forward, and the agreement elicited from the recipient indicate that A’s turn do we 

want that on the after portion is a proposal. 

On line 7, after she has produced her proposal, A sits back in her chair and 

moves her hands away from the keyboard. She disengages herself from the typing 

activity which was previously ongoing. By doing so, A displays that her proposal 

is organising an action which is not about to be carried out right away, a remote 

action. In this excerpt the user displays disengagement from the computer, contrary 

to the proposals organising immediate next actions and analysed so far.  
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Finally, on line 19, B switches from the PowerPoint to the Firefox window 

where the Wiki page on mobile phone is open. The pair looks for additional 

information for their slide on the general description of mobile phones for around 

seven minutes. Then, the participants start to work on their slide on “life before” 

and “life after” mobile phones. After finishing the part on “life before”, they move 

on to “life after”, and this is where the transcription resumes. A selects the textbox 

on the right side of the slide with the mouse, dedicated to “life after” as she 

pronounces after on line 710. This side of the slide corresponds to the after portion 

mentioned in A’s proposal on line 6. After a silence on line 712, B self-selects on 

line 713 and produces easier to communicate, which A types in silence on line 714. 

The proposal produced on line 6, accepted on line 16, then set aside, is brought up 

again. B’s turn on line 714 is a phrase, which contrasts with the format of A’s 

proposal on line 6. Nevertheless, it is treated by A as a turn-at-talk aiming at adding 

something to the slide. The bullet point facilitates portable communication 

mentioned on line 1 is added to the slide, albeit under a different form, after being 

agreed with 7 minutes earlier. This delayed inclusion provides additional proof that 

A displays and organises a remote action with the format Do we X on line 6. 

In Excerpt 14, the participants are setting up the first slide of their presentation. 

They discuss the layout of a slide and whether it should include a picture of not. 

 
(14) The BC Years – 06:19 

 
01 A: lovely, 
02 u=h, ((A struggling with the touchpad)) 
03 (0.5) 
04 B: and, 
05 they don’t wanna sit there and be bored to death  

reading, 
06 your PowerPoint, 
07 and also just- 
08 listening to you can be hard to focus also, 
09 (1.2) 
10 A: true, 
11     → (.) do we also want a ph=oto with this one, 
12 *so we can*, 
   a: *trying to resize the textbox* 
13 (0.7) 
14 B: ye[s=], 
15 A:   [ok], 
16 B: (.) but we can always do photos later, 
17 A: that’s true 
18 (1.0) 
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19 A: ugh=, ((A struggling with the touchpad)) 
20 (0.3) 
21 B: use the mouse, 
22 [hahahaha], 
23 A: [*it is* so much better ()] | this is an  

op*tion*, 
a:  *hand on mouse*            | clicks inside the  

text box on the slide 
       *moves both hands on keyboard* 

24 (.) ok, 
25 hm=, 
26 mobile phone, 
27 we can start with, 
28 (5.0) 
29 A: what are they, 

From lines 2 to 10, A tries to manipulate the mouse cursor by using the touchpad, 

and realises that it is dysfunctional. Meanwhile, on lines 4 to 8, B explains why the 

pair should use short bullet points rather than spell out long sentences. A pauses her 

attempt on line 10, and self-selects to produce do we also want a picture with this 

one, so we can. As she produces her turn, she is using the touchpad, and she is 

trying to resize the textbox. This is important for the layout of their slides, as the 

pair have decided to have two textboxes side by side on the same slide: one for “life 

before” and one for “life after”. In order to have them fit on the same slide, they 

need to be resized. However, this is quickly abandoned as A realises that the 

touchpad does not work properly. A’s turn do we also want a photo with this one, 

so we can puts forward a possible action, and it elicits an agreement by the recipient, 

yes, on line 14 uttered by B. Moreover, A designs her turn as being inclusive 

through the pronoun we. These elements demonstrate that A’s turn on line 6 is a 

proposal. 

On line 15, A produces the minimal post-expansion ok, acknowledging B’s 

agreement to the proposal. Following this, B utters but we can always do photos 

later, on line 16, asserting that adding photos to the slide can be done later. A agrees 

with that’s true on line 17. On lines 18 to 21, A struggles to resize the text box with 

the touch pad. As a result, B self-selects on line 21 and utters use the mouse. On 

line 23, A switches to the mouse, selects the textbox, then moves her hands on the 

keyboard while producing it is so much better that this is an option. On line 24, she 

produces ok, which is described by Beach (1993) as a pivotal tool both 

acknowledging previous talk and projecting an upcoming action. Here A seems to 

be acknowledging the proposal she has produced just before while also projecting 

upcoming typing by placing her hands on the keyboard. This is confirmed on lines 
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25 to 27 as she produces hm:, mobiles phones, we can start with, now orienting 

towards typing a description of mobile phones. After some silence on line 28, she 

utters what are they, which aims at describing them, showing again that she is now 

working on the description of mobile phones. Then, for 33 minutes, the pair works 

on their project, until they have finished all their slides. At this point, the topic of 

pictures is brought up again, as it is showed in Excerpt 15 below. 

 
(15) The BC Years – 39:01 

 
01 B: cool, 
02 (.) [(and)], 
03 A:     [yeah], 
04 B: pictu[2res2], 
05 A:      [2pi2]ctures:, 
06  |(1.0) 
   a: | switching to the Firefox window 
07 B: it’s always the fun part, 
08 (0.5) 
09 A: yes, 
10 (.) so what was our first thing, 
11 *electricity*, 
   a: *typing electricity into the Google search bar* 

On lines 1-2, B produces an assessment, cool, and a transition and pictures, which 

is repeated by A as she switches to the Firefox window on lines 5-6. Cool is 

produced right after the pair has done a final reading of their slides on the Internet, 

and through this turn, B shows that she agrees with their current form. A agrees 

with B’s assessment with yeah on line 3. On lines 2-4, B produces and, pictures. 

Her turn is followed by A repeating pictures:, as she displays the Firefox window, 

while B comments on the upcoming addition of picture as it’s always the fun part. 

B’s turn and pictures is understood by A as proposing a new action or task for the 

group, here looking for pictures to add to the slides. This turn is designed as a phrase, 

similarly to the previous excerpt. This could indicate that turns-at-talk referring to 

previously agreed proposals routinely take this form. At the end of the transcript, 

on lines 9 to 11, the user types ”electricity” into the Google search bar, and the 

search for images is launched. 

Excerpts 13, 14 and 15 offer a clear contrast with the immediate proposals 

studied above. The most notable difference between proposals organising 

immediate and remote tasks is the proposers’ embodied actions while producing 

these proposals. For immediate actions, speakers show a clear orientation towards 
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accomplishing the proposed task right ahead. In the case of users of the computer, 

this goes as far as progressing several steps into the implementation of proposed 

tasks even before proposals are accepted by recipients. In the case of proposals 

organising remote actions, they are produced while proposers do not orient towards 

the implementation of the proposed actions. Two additional cases are analysed 

below. They display interactions in which speakers self-repair proposed remote 

actions into immediate ones. 

4.2.2 Cases of self-repairs: from the organisation of remote to 

immediate actions 

In the next two examples, speakers produce self-initiated self-repairs to re-qualify 

the proposed next actions. In Excerpt 16, a self-repair indicates that the user 

abandons Do we X for the format Should we X. In Excerpt 17, a self-repair indicates 

a similar change of plan from Do we X to Should we X, which is then followed by 

a Let’s X proposal. These two examples show that participants do not use these 

formats interchangeably, but rather in accordance with their needs during the 

unfolding of collaborative project-making, and the type of actions they want to 

display to their co-participants. 

In Excerpt 16, a pair is working on a slide on the topic of smartphones. The 

transcript starts as participants are describing the impact of the Blackberry on 

consumers in America, and how this phone led to the democratisation of 

smartphones.  

 
(16) Self-driving Cars – 28:40 

 
01 A: the Blackberry s:pu:rred, 
02 (2.8) 
03 A: the phenomenon of, 
04 (.) °smartphone addiction:°,= 
05 B: =in America, 
06 I *suppose, 
   a:   *-->typing in America 
07 (2.0)*(3.0) 
   a:         -->* 
08 B: [↑hm:], 
09 A: [ok], 
10     → >d- do we wan-<  
11      we- should we have a little uh, 
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12      | blurb at the beginning about | what even is a 
smartphone, 

   a:   | hits the enter key to create a new bullet point 
at the top of the list 

                                | clicks to place 
cursor on the new bullet point then moves her hands 
on the keyboard  

13 B: °m:h° y:|::eah, 
   a:         | starts typing 
14 A: (.) just like a, 
15 (.) handheld computing device or something 

*[↑sm]art*, 
16 B:  [yeah], 
   a: *starts typing smart* 

A’s turns-at-talk on lines 1 to 4 are produced while she is typing, described as 

“typing aloud” by Komter, (2006, see also chapters 6.1 and 6.6). Each word is 

vocalised as it is being typed. As A finishes her TCU and her typing at the end of 

line 4, B self-selects and produces in America, I suppose, on lines 5-6. His turn 

directly contributes to A’s previous turn by co-completing it (Lerner, 2004) while 

also adding to the ongoing typing segment. I suppose on line 6 lowers his epistemic 

stance (Heritage, 2013). On lines 6 and 7, A remains silent but types ”in America”, 

implying a joint agreement to the addition of this new piece of information. 

Once the typing is done, the pair monitors the screen in silence for three 

seconds, until the overlap on lines 8-9. These two overlapping turns-at-talk seem 

to project different interactional trajectories. A’s ok on line 9 and mouse movements 

indicate a transition towards a new task. B’s high pitched hm, on line 8 does not 

display such a clear stance towards a transition. A self-selects on line 10 and starts 

her turn with d- do we wan- we-, which she repairs into should we have a little blurb 

at the beginning on line 11. A’s embodied actions on line 12, creating a new bullet 

point and moving the mouse cursor there so as to be ready to type, all even before 

an agreement has been produced by B, follows the findings of this chapter on the 

organisation of immediate actions through proposals. Moreover, she starts typing 

precisely as B’s agreement is produced, showing that she effectively follows her 

proposal with an immediate action. The immediate implementation of the proposed 

action explains the self-initiated self-repair on lines 10-11 from >d-do we wan-<, a 

format organising remote actions, to we- should we have a little blurb, displaying 

an immediate next action. The format used by the speaker in this excerpt reflects 

the trajectory of her actions as the interaction unfolds. 
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In Excerpt 17, a pair is nearing the conclusion of their brainstorming session 

and is about to agree on the three subjects they want to present in their project. As 

in the previous example, the speaker repairs his proposal from Do we X to Should 

we X and displays an immediate action. However, following the recipient’s 

agreement to the proposal, the speaker then produces another Let’s X proposal. 

 

(17) – Thank You Science – 07:25 

 
01 A:       so::,  
02          (2.0) 
03 A:   →   do we have (alr-) do sh- should we go on with 
            those three we have already? 
04 B:       I think so, 
05 B:       I think that’ll take us fifteen minutes easily, 
06 A:       m::hm, 

07 A:       $ *.hh (.) let’s see, 
 a:           *-> A starting to move the sheets of paper  
            towards the middle of the table 
            $ screenshot 

08 A:       let’s, 

09          *(.) try to think- 
   a:     ->* the sheets of paper are moved 

10          let’s give it, 
11          (.) twenty second of thoughts, 
12          if,  
13          (.) another example comes to our head, 
14 B:       okay, 

On line 1, A produces so::, presented by Bolden (2009) as a preface to TCUs 

implementing sequence-initiating actions. Judging by his turn on line 3, do we have 

(alr-) do sh- should we go on with those three we have already?, the action being 

initiated here is a proposal aiming at closing the pair’s brainstorming section. 

On line 3, A launches do we have alr- do sh- shall we go on with those three 

that we have already. As he is producing his proposal, he is looking at his notes, 
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where he has written down the three inventions mentioned by the pair so far. He is 

showing engagement with the object of his proposal. It is important to note that at 

this point the computer has not been used, as the pair is working with notes, with A 

being the writer. A’s orientation towards the notes, clearly displaying his 

engagement with what has been mentioned so far and written down, tends to 

parallel the embodied actions following a proposal displaying an immediate action, 

but in the context of a writer/non-writer dichotomy. 

Moreover, A displays an immediate action in his turn-design, with the verb go 

on, indicating the end of the previous phase, and a transition to another phase of 

work. This is further confirmed by B’s reply to the proposal on lines 4-5, first with 

her agreement I think so, followed by an evaluation of the time that each section 

would take them in terms of work, I think that’ll take us fifteen minutes easily, 

already orienting towards the next phase. A’s self-initiated self-repair on line 3 

indicates that he re-orients his turn from a remote to an immediate proposal. 

However, the transition does not occur immediately after B’s acceptance of the 

proposal. First, A acknowledges B’s acceptance on line 6 with the minimal post-

expansion m::hm. Then, he launches a new proposal on lines 7 to 13, let’s see, let’s 

(.) try to think- let’s give it (.) twenty seconds of thoughts if, (.) another example 

comes to our head. As he produces this proposal, he grabs the notes, which were 

on his side of the table, and moves them to the middle so that they are visible for 

both participants. By moving the notes between both participants and by looking at 

them while producing his proposal, A displays direct engagement with the task 

being proposed. After B’s agreement on line 14 with okay, the participants go on to 

think about and discuss new potential elements for their presentation (not present 

on the transcript) for approximately one minute, which they eventually discard 

before moving on to work on their first slide. 

The formats of the proposals used by the speakers in these two excerpts reflect 

the nature of their proposed actions. In Excerpt 16, when the Do we X proposal is 

repaired into a Should we X one, the speaker uses the mouse and gets ready to type 

right away. In Excerpt 17, A repairs his turn into a Should we X proposal as he is 

looking at the notes. Then, he produces a Let’s X proposal on lines 8 to 10 while he 

grabs the notes, placing them at the centre of the table and moving his gaze towards 

them, building the context to display another immediate action. 

Chapter 4.2 has demonstrated that participants organise immediate or remote 

actions by using specific formats for their proposals and embodied actions, either 

displaying readiness to carry out the proposed action or disengaging from the 

proposed action. Then, the analyses of two extra cases have built on these findings 
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and have demonstrated that speakers can repair their turns and re-orient their 

proposed actions from remote to immediate ones. The next analytical chapter 

demonstrates that participants also use the formats Should we X and Let’s X to 

display respectively adjunct and disjunct proposals, and that users and non-users of 

the computer use those formats in different sequential contexts and with different 

interactional goals. 

4.3 Adjunct and disjunctive proposals 

The dichotomy categorising proposals as being used by speakers to either build on 

the ongoing activity or to deviate from the ongoing activity has been employed by 

Stivers and Sidnell (2016). The authors explain that in their data “activity proposals 

fall into two main types: proposals for activities that are discrete from the prior 

activity—to a greater or lesser degree—and proposals for a modification of the 

activity that is otherwise ongoing” (p. 153). The same dichotomy is employed here, 

and with the same caveat of degrees concerning proposals for activities that are 

discrete from the prior activity. Indeed, although the dichotomy establishes a priori 

a clear difference between these two types of proposals, their usage in interaction 

must be analysed carefully. As the authors note: ”While proposals for new activities 

are often highly separate, in this case we see that in a building activity, building 

new structures is also treated as new. Similarly, new activities can include discrete 

phases of a game” (p. 154). As such, even though a proposal can be discrete from 

the previous activity to a greater or a lesser degree, what is important for the 

analyses is how speakers themselves treat these proposals. Additionally, it can be 

noted that the term disjunctive is used in the study by Stivers & Sidnell, but the 

term adjunct is not. 

Proposals building on the ongoing activity are designated as adjunct proposals. 

Two examples are presented below. In Excerpt 18, participants are looking for 

information on current developments of artificial intelligence. B suggests on line 6 

that a page previously visited by the pair could have information sought by A. 

 

(18) Rachel tape – 19:15 

 
01 A: so two thousand fifteen it talks about, 
02 there’s a lot more usage. 
03 (.) but it’s not talking about where we’re at, 
04 now, 
05 (1.5) 
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06 B: uh uh: the applications:, 
07 uh: page, 
08 (.) did have that, 
09 A: | ok it did have it, 
   a: | changes tab and displays the applications page 
10 (1.0) 
11 A: °ok°, 
12 °cool°, 
13 B: *so* *uh*, 
   a: *scrolls up* 

     *scrolls up* 
14 *(1.0)* *(1.0)* 
   a: *scrolls up* 

        *scrolls up* 
15 B: shou- 
16 A:    → (.) *should we look at it just from each*, 
   a:     *hovers the mouse over the list* 
18 B: (.) .h, 
19 (0.8) 
20 B: ye- 
21 yeah:, 

On lines 1 to 3, A comments on a paragraph she is currently reading, which is about 

how artificial intelligence is being used. However, she produces but it’s not talking 

about where we’re at, now, explaining that she is looking for information about the 

current stage of development of the technology, one of the requirements for their 

project. B self-selects on line 6 and offers a solution with uh uh: the applications:, 

uh: page, (.) did have that, referring to a page they had previously visited. On line 

9, A acknowledges B’s previous turn with ok it did have it, as she switches to the 

tab mentioned by B. Then, she scrolls up four times on lines 13-14, until she 

displays the list of applications for artificial intelligence. It is in this context that 

she produces the proposal should we look at it just from each. A’s talk on lines 1 to 

3 establishes that she is looking for information on the current development of 

artificial intelligence. Her proposal should we look at it just from each is produced 

as she reaches a webpage possessing the information she is looking for, as indicated 

by B. A’s proposal displays the proposed action as a continuation of the ongoing 

activity, here searching for information on artificial intelligence, and as such it is 

an adjunct proposal. 

In Excerpt 19, the user’s proposal on line 13 deals with the layout of a new 

slide. 
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(19) Turing-Tesla – 25:05 

01 A: hm:, 
02 ↑hm ↑hm, 
03 ok, 
04 (0.5) 
05 A: sounds good, 
06 B: ok, 
07 |(0.6) 
   a: | displays a new slide 
08 A: (.) now we move to, 
09 B: (.) do,  
10 [computer,] 
11 A: [computers,] 
12 *(3.5)* 
   a: *typing the title of the new slide* 
13 A:   →  should we also add a picture, 
14 (0.4) and, 
15 *(0.8)* | °stuff°, 
   a: *moves mouse to the Slide Layout menu button* 
         | clicks to open the menu 
16 B: yeah, 
17 A: ◦yeah◦ |, 
   a:        | clicks on a specific layout 
18 (.) haha, 

After both participants have a final look at their slide and agree that it is done on 

lines 1 to 6, A displays a new slide on the screen. She goes on to type the title of 

the slide on line 12, which she follows up with the proposal should we also add a 

picture on line 13. By producing her proposal right after she has typed the title, she 

displays that adding a picture is part of the preparatory steps when working on a 

new slide. She also displays that her proposal is integrated into and builds up on 

the ongoing activity, which consists in setting up the slide and its layout before 

moving on to the information-searching phase. 

On the other hand, proposals deviating from the ongoing activity are 

designated as disjunctive proposals. In Excerpt 20, participants are looking for 

information on current developments of automated cars. As A scrolls down and 

announces that she is looking for modern developments, B self-selects and 

produces a proposal on line 4. 
 

(20) – Self-Driving Cars 41:13 

01 B: uh yeah so, 
02 A: ok *anyways what’s like modern* or, 
   a:         *scrolling down* 
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03 A: (0.3) recent deve[lopment], 
04 B:                  [let’s see this$], 
   b:                       .........------- 
05  (0.2) *(.)* *(0.4)* 
   a:             *A scrolls down displaying the  
             paragraph pointed at by B* 

            *hand off the mouse* 

After the two participants have read the introductory section of the Wiki page on 

automated cars, A scrolls downs while producing ok anyways what’s like modern 

or, (0.) recent development, discarding her previous research and announcing her 

current goal. In overlap with the end of her turn, B self-selects and produces let’s 

see this, on line 4 while pointing at the screen. The paragraph he is pointing at is 

titled ”Autonomous vs. Automated”, and it is a global overview of the differences 

between those two terms. His proposed action deviates from the search of modern 

or recent development projected by A on lines 2 and 3, and it is displayed as a 

disjunctive proposal with the format Let’s X. 

Excerpt 21 offers a similar case. Participants are moving on to a new slide on 

the future of microwave ovens. The user displays the new PowerPoint slide on line 

1, until B produces a Let’s X proposal on line 10, proposing to go back to the 

Microwave Wiki. 

 
(21) Self-driving Cars – 19:15 
 
01 A: oh the | next slide was abou:t, 
   a:        | displays the next slide 
02 (.) uh [haha] £potential£, 
03 B:        [yeah], 
04 A: £changes to the *future*£, 
   a:                 *hand off the mouse until line 12* 
05 (0.4) 
06 A: hm:, 
07 (1.5) 
08 B: mh, 
09 (1.0) 
10 B:→ let’s go back *[to] the microwave Wiki*, 
   b:              *pointing at the screen* 
11 A:                [()] 
12 B: *(.) [and]* | see if there is anything, 
13 A:      [°(ok)°,] 
   a: *hand back on mouse* 

            | clicks to the Wiki page 
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On line 1, A displays a new slide on the screen, while announcing its subject as 

potential changes to the future (here it refers to potential innovations for microwave 

ovens). She then moves her hand away from the mouse at the end of her turn on 

line 4, leaving the blank slide on display. On lines 5 to 9, the participants produce 

hm:, and mh, while looking at the blank slide left on the screen by A. On line 10, B 

self-selects and produces let’s go back to the microwave Wiki, while pointing at the 

screen. B proposes to switch to an information-searching phase instead of working 

on the textbox inside the blank slide left on display on screen by A through a 

disjunctive proposal. 

Now that examples of adjunct and disjunctive proposals have been presented, 

the next two sections study how participants routinely employ them in interaction. 

This demonstration is done by drawing on elements of the sequential unfolding 

leading to the production of those adjunct/disjunctive proposals. Moreover, the 

analyses demonstrate that their production is accomplished in different sequential 

contexts, reflecting the speaker’s roles. The next section starts with the analysis of 

the production of disjunctive proposals. 

4.3.1 Disjunctive proposals 

The distribution of Let’s X proposal is balanced between users and non-users, with 

respectively 4 and 6 proposals for each. This section demonstrates that, although 

users and non-users both use the Let’s X format to display disjunctive proposals, 

they do so in different sequential contexts, reflecting their roles in the collaboration. 

On the one hand, non-users employ their disjunctive proposals as attempts at 

stopping the ongoing activity, often as manipulations of the computer are being 

performed, and at directing the course of actions on screen. On the other hand, users 

produce their disjunctive proposals as they are initiating the implementation of 

proposed actions with on-screen actions. The analyses focus first on Let’s X 

proposals produced by non-users. 

In Excerpt 22, participants are looking for the date of invention of the first 

computer. The proposal is produced by B on line 28, the non-user, as A is scrolling 

down the Wiki page. 

 

(22) Thank You Science – 50:30 

 
01 B: we need date of invention, 
02 A:  we just- 
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03 we just put the- the- the- the- 
04 date somewhere around, 
05 B: yeah, 

 
 ((twenty lines omitted where participants talk 
 about potentially working with two laptops to save 
 time)) 
 
25 A: *hm:*, 
   a: *scrolling down* 
26 “nineteen thirty seven”, 
27 *(.)*(0.6) 
   a: *scrolling down* 
28 B:  → *let’s have a look*, 
   b: *pointing at the screen* 
29 [cause-] 
30 A: [“the first modern] digital computer”, 
31 (.) let’s have what? 
32 B: (.) let’s have a little bit- 
33 look inside cause the- 
34 A: .hh 
35 *(.)* *(1.0)* 
      a: *scrolls up* 
       *moves the mouse cursor and clicks on  
 the Turing machine link* 

From lines 25 to 27, the user is actively scrolling through the page, looking for 

information on the history of the first computers. On line 26, he stops, reads aloud 

nineteen thirty seven, then keeps scrolling down. As he is scrolling down, B self-

selects on line 28 and produces let’s have a look, cause- proposing that the pair has 

a look at a link on the page. After reading aloud the first modern digital computer, 

and initiating a repair on lines 30-31, B repairs her proposal by producing let’s have 

a little bit- look inside cause the-. On line 35, A scrolls up and clicks on the link on 

line 35, granting B’s proposal. 

As a non-user, B self-selects and produces a proposal while the user is 

manipulating the computer. By producing the proposal at this moment in the 

interaction, she displays to A that she is aiming at directing, at least temporarily, the 

actions on screen. Moreover, as it was demonstrated before, this is a proposal 

organising an immediate action. As such, B displays that she is aiming not only at 

directing the on-screen actions, but also that it should be done now, and that A’s 

current actions should be stopped or suspended. Through this proposal, B deviates 



93 

from the trajectory displayed by A, and negotiates her right to direct, at least 

temporarily, the information-searching phase as a non-user. 

In the next excerpt, a pair is looking for information on automated cars. A Let’s 

X proposal is produced on line 4, after the user has vocalised the object of her 

search. 

 
(23) – Self-Driving Cars 41:13 

01 B: uh yeah so, 
02 A: ok *anyways what’s like modern* or, 
   a:         *scrolling down* 
03 A: (0.3) recent deve[lopment], 
04 B:                  [*let’s see this*], 
   b:                   *pointing at the screen*  
05  (0.2) *(.)* *(0.4)* 
   a:             *A scrolls down displaying the paragraph  
             pointed at by B* 
                        *hand off the mouse* 

On lines 1 and 2, both participants initiate a transition, B with uh yeah so, and A 

with ok anyways what’s like modern or, (0.3) recent development. While both turns 

can be described as aiming to achieve a transition, A’s turn also establishes clearly 

what she is doing now, here looking for information on modern or recent 

developments of self-driving cars. As she produces her turn, she scrolls down the 

page. At the end of her turn, on lines 3-4, B self-selects and produces let’s see this 

while pointing at the screen, in overlap with recent development. this refers to a 

paragraph in the page titled ”Autonomous versus automated”. 

B produces a proposal attempting at directing the information-searching phase. 

He produces it right after A has vocalised the object of her search, modern or recent 

development, and while she is scrolling down. His proposal deviates from the 

trajectory displayed by B, as such it is a disjunctive proposal. This is further 

emphasised by the fact that B produces his proposal in overlap with A on lines 3-4. 

B attempts at directing the ongoing on-screen actions by producing a Let’s X 

proposal and by displaying an immediate and disjunctive action. 

It can be noted, however, that not all disjunctive proposals are produced while 

users are actively manipulating the computer or producing turns-at-talk. In Excerpt 

24, participants are moving on to their new slide on potential future innovations of 

microwaves. The proposal is produced on line 10, while the user is silent and has 

her hands on her lap. 
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(24) Self-driving Cars – 19:15 

 
01 A: oh the | next slide was abou:t, 
   a:        | displays the next slide 
02 (.) uh [haha] £potential£, 
03 B:        [yeah], 
04 A: £changes to the *future*£, 
   a:                 *hand off the mouse until line 12* 
05 (0.4) 
06 A: hm:, 
07 (1.5) 
08 B: mh, 
09 (1.0) 
10 B:  → let’s go back *[to] the microwave Wiki*, 
   b:              *pointing at the screen* 
11 A:                [()] 
12 B: *(.) [and]* | see if there is anything, 
13 A:      [°(ok)°,] 
   a: *hand back on mouse* 

            | clicks to the Wiki page 

This example takes place at a transition point to a new slide, which is displayed on 

screen by A on line 1. After having mentioned the topic of this next slide, A moves 

her hand away from the mouse and the keyboard, leaving the blank PowerPoint 

slide on display. After some silence and both participants pondering what to do next 

on lines 5-9, B self-selects and produces let’s go back to the microwave Wiki, (.) 

and see if there is anything. A accepts the proposal and displays the Wiki page on 

line 12.  

In this example, A is not manipulating the computer when B produces his 

proposal. Nevertheless, by proposing to switch to an information-searching phase, 

B produces a disjunctive proposal. The empty slide and the selected text box 

displayed on screen constitute an integral part of the organisation of the ongoing 

activity. Even though the user is not manipulating the screen, the non-user treats 

what is being displayed on screen as still relevant. B’s proposal, like in the previous 

two examples, deviates from the ongoing activity, and attempts at directing on-

screen actions. 

These examples demonstrate that non-users produce Let’s X proposals to direct, 

at least temporarily, manipulations of the computer and the ongoing activity (which 

in our data revolves around information-searching phases on webpages). These 

proposals are disjunctive in two ways. First, they are disjunctive by proposing 

actions which deviate from the ongoing actions displayed and/or established by 

users. Second, they are disjunctive by being produced in overlap. Non-users 
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produce these proposals by self-selecting, and in overlap with ongoing 

manipulations of the computer or in overlap with users’ talk. Overall, these 

proposals represent social actions employed by non-users to “access” the screen 

and temporarily go beyond their roles as non-users.  

This section now analyses Let’s X proposals produced by users. It is 

demonstrated that, as opposed to non-users, users producing those proposals do not 

aim at stopping or suspending the ongoing activities. Rather, these disjunctive 

proposals are accompanied with manipulations of the computer implementing the 

proposed actions, often while proposals are being uttered, or between proposals and 

their projected second pair parts. 

 The analyses start with Excerpt 25. In this excerpt, A produces a proposal and 

displays the PowerPoint window at the end of his turn on line 44, before B’s second 

pair part. 

 

(25) Thank You Science – 50:30 

 
35 *(.)* *(1.0)* 
    a: *scrolls up* 
       *moves the mouse cursor and clicks on the  
 Turing machine link* 
36 A: cause we’re not taking the time to educate 
 ourselves, 
37 B:       yeah, 
38 I know, 
39 *(.)*(2.0)*(.)*(2.0) 
   a: *scrolling down* 
           *scrolling down* 
40 B: *“the first, 
   b:       *-->pointing at the screen 
41 digital electronic computer”*, 
   b:                          -->*end of the pointing 
42 about “nineteen forty nineteen forty-five”, 
43 (0.5) 
44 A:  → let’s put nineteen forty-five then|, 
   a:                                   | displays the 

PowerPoint window 
45 (1.0) 
46 A: can we. 
47 B: yeah, 
48 (.) *(1.0)* 
   a:     *typing 1945* 
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After displaying the Turing machine Wiki page on line 35, A scrolls down the page 

twice on line 39. On lines 40-42, B points at the screen and reads aloud “the first, 

digital electronic computer”, about “nineteen forty nineteen forty-five”. After a 

short silence, A self-selects and produces let’s put nineteen forty-five then, 

proposing that the date mentioned by B is added to their slide. After a gap on line 

45, the proposal is followed by can we on line 46, further trying to elicit an 

agreement from B. The agreement is produced on line 47 with yeah, before the date 

is typed on the slide. 

A’s proposal, if accepted, would effectively move the pair from information-

searching to typing, and as such he treats his proposal as being disjunctive. 

Moreover, in this excerpt, A displays the PowerPoint window at the end of his 

proposal, on line 44, which constitutes a first step towards the implementation of 

the proposed action. This marks an important difference with disjunctive proposals 

produced by non-users. While non-users produce disjunctive proposals to negotiate 

manipulations of the computer, users actively implement their proposals before 

second pair parts have been produced. 

As it was noted in the analysis, the production of the second pair part to the 

proposal by B is delayed. These delays display dispreference towards the first pair 

parts they are following (Pomerantz, 1984). It can be argued that in this excerpt this 

delay displays a form of resistance to the disjunctive proposal being implemented 

before her agreement. 

In Excerpt 26, a pair has just finished working on their slides on “life before” 

and “life after” the computer. On lines 6 and 7, they initiate a transition towards 

projections for the future of computers. 

 

(26) Thank you science – 52:05 

 
01 B: ok, 
02 so we’ve got, 
03 life before, 
04 life after, 
05 and what about now, 
06 (.) so projections [for the future], 
07 A:                    [s: pro]jections for the future 

for the compu[ter], 
08 B:              [yeah], 
09 (0.8) | 
   a:       | minimises the PowerPoint window* 
10 A:  → so let’s write, 
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11 into Google | images computer | of the future, 
   a:             | displays the Firefox window 
                                 | clicks on Google 

images 
12 B: *(.) ↑hm hm*, 
   a: *starts typing* 

On lines 1 to 4, B summarises the work accomplished by the pair so far on their 

current slide with so ok, so we’ve got, life before, life after. Then, she produces and 

what about now, (.) projections [for the future], orienting the pair towards their next 

task. A produces a similar turn on line 7, [s: pro]jections for the future for the 

compu[ter], which is agreed to by B with yeah on line 8. At this point in the 

interaction, participants have agreed on their next task. On line 9, A minimises the 

PowerPoint window on which the pair had been working just before. On lines 10-

11, A self-selects and produces so let’s write, into Google images computer of the 

future, while he displays the Firefox window, then clicks on Google images on line 

11. On line 12, B produces ↑hm hm, agreeing with A’s proposal as he starts typing 

in the Google images search box. 

At the beginning of this excerpt, the pair has just finished proofreading their 

slide, and as a result the PowerPoint window is still visible on screen. However, at 

the transition to their new task, the PowerPoint window is minimised by A on line 

9 just before his proposal, instead of displaying a new slide. This is indicative of a 

disjunctive action. Moreover, as it can be seen on lines 11-12 of the transcript, the 

user then displays the PowerPoint window, clicks on a link to display the Google 

images search bar, and starts typing in it, all before the participant’s second pair 

part. This excerpt illustrates how users actively begin to implement their disjunctive 

proposals before recipients’ second pair parts. 

Excerpts 25 and 26 show how, in the data, users produce disjunctive Let’s X 

proposals. They take steps towards the implementation of their proposed actions 

through on-screen manipulations before recipients produce their second pair parts. 

It can be argued that users display entitlement (Curl & Drew, 2008) to implement 

their proposed actions. It is interesting to note that, while non-users employ 

directives to access the computer and temporarily go beyond their role, users 

employ those directives to further establish their role. The findings show that 

although disjunctive proposals are employed by both participants, they display 

different interactional objectives based on whether speakers are users or non-users. 

These differences take roots in the local configuration of the collaboration, which 
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allows only one participant at a time to manipulate the computer, and crystallise 

around the negotiations of roles and the direction of ongoing actions or activities. 

After having studied the production of disjunctive proposals in the data, the 

next section focuses on adjunct proposals. 

4.3.2 Adjunct proposals 

This analytical section focuses on Should/Shall we X proposals. It is important to 

note that these proposals are produced in their majority by users, with 10 out of 13 

Should/Shall we X proposals produced by users. This chapter demonstrates that 

participants routinely use the format Should/Shall we X to produce adjunct 

proposals, and explains why users are more likely to produce them. 

The analyses of adjunct proposals start with Excerpt 27, in which participants 

are moving on from their slide on electricity to a new slide on computers. 

 
(27) Turing-Tesla – 25:05 

01 A: hm:, 
02 ↑hm ↑hm, 
03 ok, 
04 (0.5) 
05 A: sounds good, 
06 B: ok, 
07 |(0.6) 
   a: | displays a new slide 
08 A: (.) now we move to, 
09 B: (.) do, 
10 [computer,] 
11 A: [computers,] 
12 *(3.5)* 
   a: *typing Computers, the title of the new slide* 
13 A:  →  should we also add a picture, 
14 (0.4) and, 
15 *(0.8)* | °stuff°, 
   a: *moves mouse to the Slide Layout menu button* 
         | clicks to open the menu 
16 B: yeah, 
17 A: ◦yeah◦ |, 
   a:        | clicks on a specific layout 
18 (.) haha, 

After the transition from one slide to the other on line 7, the pair agrees in overlap 

to work on computers on lines 10 and 11. On line 12, A places her hands on the 

keyboard and types the title of the slide ”Computers”. Right as she is done typing 
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the title of the slide, she produces the proposal should we also add a picture. 

Meanwhile, B monitors the screen silently. The adverb also participates in linking 

the current turn with the previous typing segment within the same activity. 

Moreover, by producing her turn-at-talk while working on the slide, she displays 

her proposal as being part of the preparatory steps achieved during the production 

of a new slide. Here, choosing a particular layout for the slide is presented as going 

hand-in-hand with typing the title of the slide, and overall these two tasks are 

displayed as preparatory work before possibly moving on to the next phase of the 

project. The proposal should we also add a picture, builds on the ongoing activity. 

Moreover, the quick transition from typing on line 12 to the proposal on line 

13 offers a very short moment for B to produce his own turn-at-talk. This excerpt 

starts to show that the user, being the person manipulating the computer, has 

affordances to project the end of the ongoing manipulations of the computer. Here 

it is illustrated by the production of a proposal right after a typing segment. These 

affordances are not shared by non-users. In the next excerpt, a user vocalises a 

transition after a typing segment, which is followed by the non-user producing a 

proposal. 

In Excerpt 28, the pair is working on polishing their slide on the topic of Agile 

software development methodology. 

 
(28) Ikea Wars – 20:44 
 
01 B: from, 
02 (.) [yeah,] 
03 A:     [mhm,] 
04 *(2.0)*    
   a: *right hand back on the mouse* 
05 ◦away ↑from◦=,  
06 B:   → =*should we capitalise those* *particular ones on  

th-* 
   a:  *highlighting text* 
   a:                               *the cursor moves  

from the Justify button to the bottom of the slide* 
07 A: (.) yeah, 
08 *(.)* *(0.4)* *(4.0)* 
   a:       *clicks on complimented* 

      *capitalizes complimented* 
              *capitalizes the rest of the list* 

09 B: the second one looks terrible now, 
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On lines 1-2, B agrees with A’s correction carried out on screen, after he 

corrected ”away for” to ”away from”. A agrees with a minimal expansion mhm, on 

line 3. On line 4, A moves his right hand from the keyboard to the mouse, and 

produces °away from°=, vocalising the content of the correction he has just 

accomplished. A is displaying both through talk and with his hand now on the 

mouse the end of the previous typing segment. In this context, B self-selects and 

produces the proposal should we capitalise those particular ones on th-. His 

proposal is produced at a transition point, right after the end of A’s previous action. 

B’s proposal puts forward an action which revolves around polishing the slide, 

which is the pair’s ongoing activity at this point in the collaboration. Moreover, he 

produces his proposal once A has accomplished his typing segment. With these two 

elements, B displays that his proposal is progressing the ongoing activity. 

In this excerpt, an adjunct proposal is produced by the non-user right after the 

user has vocalised a transition within an activity. This vocalised transition displays 

that the previous action is accomplished, and the user is available to carry out a 

possible next action. This allows the non-user to put forward a proposal which is 

not disrupting the ongoing work. It can be noted that in the data, this is the only 

successful adjunct proposal produced by a non-user while working at the computer. 

The other two adjunct proposals are produced while participants are starting their 

work and are not using the computer yet. The analysis of this case tends to show 

that the imbalance in the distribution of adjunct proposals between users and non-

users could be explained by the difficulty for non-users to identify transitions 

within activities. The next excerpt of this section tends to confirm this, as it shows 

a non-user who prefaces a sequence-initiating action but then truncates his turn as 

the user manipulates the computer. 

In Excerpt 29, participants are looking for information on current 

developments of artificial intelligence. A complains that the current page does not 

have the information she is looking for on lines 1-4. It elicits a reply from B on 

lines 6-8 indicating that another page, visited by the pair earlier, contains said 

information. 

 

(29) Rachel tape – 19:15 

 
01 A: so two thousand fifteen it talks about, 
02 there’s a lot more usage. 
03 (.) but it’s not talking about where we’re at, 
04 now, 
05 (1.5) 
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06 B: uh uh: the applications:, 
07 uh: page, 
08 (.) did have that, 
09 A: |ok it did have it, 
   a: | changes tab and displays the applications page 
10 (0.3) 
11 A: °ok°, 
12 °cool°, 
13 B: *so uh*, 
   a: *scrolls up* 
14 *(2.0)* 
   a: *scrolls up, reaches the summary of the Wiki page* 
15 B: shou- 
16 (0.4)  
17 A:→ *should we look at it just from each*, 
   A: *hovers the mouse over the list* 
18 B: (.) .h, 
19 (0.8) 
20 B: ye- 
21 yeah:, 

A acknowledges B’s information about the applications page on line 9 with ok it 

did have it, while clicking on the tab containing the corresponding page at the top 

of the browser window. After a short silence on line 10, A produces °ok, cool,° 

which seems to be both a continuation of her acknowledgement with the second °ok° 

in this excerpt, and an assessment with °cool°. As A starts to scroll up towards the 

top of the page on line 13, B produces so uh. As it was presented in a previous 

analysis in this section, Bolden (2009) describes so as preface to TCUs 

implementing sequence-initiating actions. It is followed by a pause on line 14 

during which A keeps scrolling up, then the truncated turn shou- produced by B on 

line 15. After a short silence, A produces the proposal should we look at it just from 

each while hovering the mouse cursor over a list of current usage for artificial 

intelligence. After a gap on line 19, B produces ye- yeah, agreeing with A’s proposal. 

Focusing on the lines right before and leading up to the proposal, it can be 

observed that the user reaches the top of the Wiki page on 14 after scrolling several 

times, all while remaining silent. The aim of her search is not clearly stated at this 

moment. This silence can be explained by so uh, produced by B on line 13, 

projecting a turn-at-talk. B starts his projected action shou- on line 15, but it is 

quickly truncated. The pause following so uh, and the truncation seem to display 

hesitation to produce the projected turn. This hesitation happens while A is scrolling 

up silently and has not announced the aim of her on-screen actions. In this context, 
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B truncates his projected action, potentially adopting a “wait-and-see” strategy. 

Moreover, it is interesting to note that A’s turn should we look at it just from each, 

on line 17 starts like B’s truncated turn, and it is produced promptly after B’s 

truncation. These observations tend to show that B is hesitant to produce his 

projected action on line 15 while A is manipulating the computer, and A realises 

this as she resumes the activity herself on line 17. 

If this is accurate, these findings tend to show that ascribing actions (Levinson, 

2012) to users’ computer manipulations can lead to hesitation in the production of 

non-users’ talk. In turn, this can be put in perspective with the findings of the 

previous excerpt in which an adjunct proposal is successfully produced by a non-

user after a user vocalises a transition within an activity.  Overall, it seems that users 

vocalising transitions between activities make relevant adjunct proposals by non-

users. In the data, users rarely vocalise transitions within activities. This could 

explain why in the data non-users are far less likely to produce adjunct proposals. 

To summarise, the analyses have demonstrated that users routinely use the 

format Should/Shall we X to display adjunct proposals. Along with this format, they 

produce actions integrated into ongoing phases or activities. In Excerpt 27 the 

speaker proposes to pick a proper layout to add a picture while she is working on 

the preparatory phase of a new slide, and she uses the adverb also to link together 

two actions, and in Excerpt 29, a proposal is produced while visiting a page 

indicated by the co-participant. In Excerpt 28, the non-user produces a proposal to 

participate in the ongoing polishing of the slide, and it is also produced right as the 

user has accomplished his previous action. The speaker’s proposal is integrated into 

both the ongoing phase of work and the co-participant’s actions. Moreover, users 

vocalising activity transitions at the computer appear to make relevant adjunct 

proposals. However, these vocalisations are rare in the data, which could explain 

why the production of adjunct proposals is heavily balanced in favour of users. 

Ascribing actions to manipulations of the computer appears as an important 

element in the organisation and the unfolding of interactions during collaborative 

project-making at the computer. 

4.4 Interim summary 

This chapter has studied how three formats are used by speakers, and oriented to 

by recipients, to propose next actions in collaborative project-making at the 

computer. There are two main findings to this study. First, participants orient to the 

immediacy/remoteness of the proposed action. As it has been demonstrated, remote 
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proposals are displayed through the format Do we X, and immediate proposals with 

the formats Should/Shall we X and Let’s X. Second, participants orient to the adjunct 

or disjunctive nature of their proposals respectively through the format 

Should/Shall we X and Let’s X.  

The analyses have shown that participants display the nature of the proposed 

tasks, whether they are remote or immediate, through different formats and 

different embodied actions. The format Do we X has been observed to be used by 

participants to produce remote proposals. While producing those proposals, they 

disengage from the computer. In contrast, the formats Should/Shall we X and Let’s 

X have been used by participants to propose immediate next actions. These 

proposed actions are achieved on the spot once an agreement has been produced by 

recipients. In interaction, users display immediate actions by manipulating the 

computer, and starting to implement proposed tasks. Non-users, who do not have 

access to the computer, rely on other embodied actions, particularly physical 

pointing gestures at the screen. These findings illustrate how participants make use 

of the local configuration to design their multimodal social actions. 

The analyses have also demonstrated that participants display their proposals 

as being either adjunct, with the format Should/Shall we X, or disjunctive, with the 

format Let’s X. Disjunctive proposals are produced in fairly even numbers between 

users and non-users. However, participants produce these proposals with different 

interactional goals. Users produce disjunctive proposals to put forward their 

proposed actions, whereas non-users produce disjunctive proposals to stop ongoing 

actions and temporarily claim the direction of the manipulation of the computer. 

Through the analyses of disjunctive proposals, the participants’ orientation towards 

their role as users or non-users and the negotiation to “access” the screen and 

control the computer are made visible. Users employ their role to implement their 

proposed actions, whereas non-users aim at stopping the ongoing actions and 

negotiating access to the screen. Adjunct Should/Shall we X proposals are produced 

by participants to build on ongoing activities. Participants display adjunct proposals 

by using the adverb also, linking previous actions to the one being produced, and 

by producing them right after their co-participants have accomplished another 

action. Moreover, the imbalance in the production of adjunct proposals between 

users and non-users has been explained by difficulties in identifying transition 

points within activities when users silently manipulate the computer. Contrary to 

disjunctive proposals, participants do not use adjunct proposals to negotiate roles 

within collaboration. Instead, they are employed by participants to move forward 

ongoing activities. 
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The findings add to the existing body of knowledge on proposals. First, the 

distinction between immediate and remote proposals made by Houtkoop-Streenstra 

(1987) is studied in the context of collaborative interaction at the computer. This 

chapter demonstrates that participants routinely use the formats Should/Shall we X 

and Let’s X to display immediate actions, and Do we X to display remote actions. 

The findings do not seem to corroborate the observations made by the same author 

regarding three-part sequences for immediate proposals and five-part sequences for 

remote actions. The proposals studied also contribute to Couper-Kuhlen’s (2014) 

observations on the most common formats for social actions. The chapter confirms 

her observations on the use of We should to produce proposals. However, it is also 

important to note that she does not report the use of the formats Do we X or Let’s X 

in her data. Such a difference in the formats observed could be explained by the 

project-based nature of the data used for this dissertation. Moreover, Stivers and 

Sidnell’s (2016) findings on proposals deviating or building on the ongoing activity 

are confirmed and developed upon. Participants use the format Let’s X to display 

disjunctive proposals in the data used for this dissertation as well. Moreover, this 

chapter demonstrates that participants produce proposals building on the ongoing 

activity through the format Should/Shall we X, whereas Stivers and Sidnell have 

observed that this practice is attached to the format How about we X in their data 

of children playing at kindergarden. 

This chapter has also demonstrated that the dichotomy between users and non-

users affects the production of proposals. Having access to the computer allows 

affordances which are not shared by both participants. In the data, these affordances 

revolve around the deployment of on-screen actions while proposals are being 

produced, such as in Excerpts 6, 12, 16 and 17. Non-users, then, are observed in 

the data negotiating their role and trying to “access” the computer. These findings 

lead to further possible studies, such as expanding the scope of research from 

proposals to social actions at large in relation to the user/non-user dichotomy, or to 

the study of interactions in settings with equally shared access to the computer, 

either locally with double keyboards and mice, or remotely while working on the 

same document through online technologies such as Google Drive. 

This chapter has studied proposals used by participants in collaborative 

project-making to propose the next step. The next chapter will focus on another 

salient practice observed in the data: physical and digital pointing gestures at the 

screen. 
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5 Physical and digital pointing gestures at the 
screen 

While the previous chapter focuses on the formats of proposals, chapter 5 analyses 

pointing gestures at and “in” the screen. The aim of this chapter is to study how 

participants, in collaborative project-making at the computer, utilise pointing 

gestures to take the next step and to further the advancement of their project. 

Pointing gestures in this chapter include both physical pointing gestures made with 

the hand and digital pointing gestures made with the mouse cursor. In the data, 

these two types of pointing gestures contribute to actions, namely requests, 

proposals, noticings, and reading aloud. These actions make relevant specific 

second pair parts. This chapter analyses how these pointing gestures contribute to 

the social actions produced along with them. Then, it demonstrates that referrers 

rely on these second pair parts to assess the establishment of a shared domain of 

scrutiny. Referrers in the data are non-users (always identified as B in the 

transcriptions), who produced 29 out of the 31 physical pointings, and users 

(always identified as A in the transcriptions), who produced all the digital pointings 

and highlightings. This chapter starts with a presentation of previous research on 

the topic of environmentally coupled gestures and a presentation of the data. The 

analytical section is divided into two parts: physical pointings are studied first, and 

digital pointings second. Then, the findings of the chapter are summarised in the 

conclusion. 

5.1 Environmentally coupled gestures and other theoretical 

background on pointings 

Environmentally coupled gestures are gestures that cannot be understood by 

participants without taking into account structures in the environment to which they 

are tied (Goodwin, 2007). Physical pointing gestures are transcribed used the 

Mondada multimodal conventions (see Appendix II). Specifically, the symbols … 

mark the preparation of a pointing, the symbols --- mark the apex of the pointing, 

and the symbols ,,, mark its retraction. The symbols are placed below co-occurring 

talk. Consider Excerpt 30: 

 

(30) - Ramjet  43:47 

 
01 B: yeah this is what I was thinking about $, 
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   b: ...............................-------                    
                                       $ screenshot 

02 (0.3) 
   b: -----  
03 B: what the NSF, 
   b: ,,,,,, 
04  (.) founded, 
05  (.) cause it was on a campus, 

Taken separately, talk and the gesture in the above excerpt do not convey clear 

information to the recipient. On one hand, the deictic this renders the pragmatic 

content of B’s turn very hard to grasp, and on the other hand, the gesture, a pointing, 

could have been done to convey a wide range of information. With talk and the 

gesture put together, the message gains in clarity: this is what I was thinking about 

must be heard while following the pointing. Nevertheless, to be fully understood, 

it is not sufficient that talk and gesture are synchronized in B’s turn. Her turn relies 

on a third component: the paragraph being pointed at in the environment (the 

computer screen). Without access to what is pointed at on the screen, the recipient 

is lacking critical information and is not able to make sense of B’s turn. Together, 

those three elements form the basis of environmentally coupled gestures. 
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Moreover, as Goodwin (ibid.) describes them, environmentally coupled 

gestures are built to be seen. The participation framework around these gestures 

encompasses the participants’ orientation towards each other and towards objects 

and events in the environment. By pointing, participants aim at modifying the 

current participation framework and directing recipients’ attention towards a new 

domain of scrutiny. The establishment of this new domain of scrutiny is evaluated 

by looking at potential modifications in the postural orientation of the recipient, 

visible through gaze shifts, head movements, body torque, and so on. 

As such, in the data used for this dissertation, some physical pointings lead to 

head movements. This is illustrated in Excerpt 31. In this excerpt, a pair is 

organising information they have gathered for their slide. 

 
(31) – Rachel tape 07:34 

01 A: so we can talk about those two as the actions, 
02 and then these three are the main focuses of, 
03 (0.7) 
04 A: developments, 
05 B: (.) ̊ok̊, 
06 A: cool, 
07 I’m going to start typing it up, 
08 (1.5) 
09 A: *and we can give some examples and pictures and  

stuff*, 
   a:      *opens PowerPoint from the Windows menu, but the    
           PowerPoint window does not appear on screen* 
10 (2.0) 
11 B: do you wanna, 
12 (0.5) 
13 B: $c- uh *can you, 
   a:              *-->looks at B’s pointing on the other screen 
   b:             .......... 
            $ screenshot, Picture 1 

14 click on “applica$*tions of”, 
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   a:                      -->* ((then A switches her gaze back  
            on main screen)) 
   b:       --------------------,,, 

                     $ screenshot, Picture 2 
15 (.) [“artifi]cial”, 
16 A:     [oh yeah], 
17 (0.5) | 
   a:       | clicks on the link pointed at by B 

On lines 1 to 4, A proposes a course of action regarding their slide on artificial 

intelligence, which is agreed to by B on line 5. A transition to typing is initiated by 

A on line 7 with I’m going to start typing it up, followed by manipulations of the 

computer to move the mouse cursor through menus in order to open the PowerPoint 

software on lines 8-9. On line 10, the two participants spend a 2-second silence 

looking at the screen, presumably waiting for the PowerPoint window to appear 

and to carry on with their work. However, the PowerPoint window does not appear. 

In this context, B initiates a turn aimed at A along with a physical pointing on lines 

11 to 15 do you wanna, c- uh can you, click on applications of, artificial. His turn 

aims at making A manipulate the computer for him, as such it is a request. A replies 

on line 16 with a change of state token oh¸ (Heritage, 1984), and agrees to the 

request with yeah¸ before clicking on the link pointed at by A. 

As it is visible on the screenshot, the pointing leads to a visible modification in 

the participation framework between pictures 1 and 2: A shifts her gaze to the other 

screen, following the target of the pointing. This is visible for B, who retracts his 

pointing right after A shifts her gaze back to the screen in front of her. He uses this 

modification in A’s postural orientation as evidence that a new shared domain of 

scrutiny has been established. As this example demonstrates, the pointing is 

retracted once it has been seen. 

 However, this example is an exception in the data. In most recordings, the 

local configuration consists of only one screen. As a result, modifications in the 

participation framework following physical pointings are not as visible in recipients’ 

embodiments. This is illustrated by Excerpt 32, in which participants are looking 

for information on self-driving cars. 
 

(32) – Self-Driving Cars 41:13 

01 B: uh yeah so, 
02 A: ok *anyways what’s like modern* or, 
   a:          *scrolling down* 
03 A: (0.3) recent deve[lopment], 
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04 B:                  [let’s see this$], 
   b:                     .............------  
                                            $ screenshot 

05  (0.2) *(.)* *(0.4)* 
   a:             *A scrolls down displaying the paragraph  

pointed at by B* 
                        *hand off the mouse* 
   b:       -------------,,,, 

A, in charge of the computer, starts scrolling down while explaining that she is 

looking for information on modern or recent developments of self-driving cars. On 

line 4, B self-selects and produces the disjunctive proposal let’s see this. His 

pointing gesture is designed so that it reaches its apex while he is producing this, 

contributing to the proposal by indexing the deictic this, overall forming a directive 

aiming at making A display a specific paragraph on the screen. A scrolls down on 

line 5, still looking at the screen as it is visible on Picture 2, then she removes her 

hand from the mouse.  

It is only at this moment, still on line 5, that B retracts his pointing. This time, 

the pointing is not retracted following a modification in the addressee orientation. 

As it can be gathered from Pictures 1 and 2, A’s head movement following the 

pointing gesture is minimal, as such it is not a resource which B can use as evidence 

to assess whether his pointing has been followed or not. Instead, an analysis of the 

unfolding of both participants’ embodied actions transcribed on line 5 shows that 

B retracts his pointing once A has scrolled down and moved her hand away from 

the mouse. By scrolling down and then moving her hand away, A displays that she 

has understood B’s proposal, and that she has granted it. It is only at this moment 

that B retracts his pointing, now having evidence that a shared domain of scrutiny 

has been established. 

Excerpts 31 and 32 illustrate different sequential unfoldings following the 

deployment of physical pointings at the screen. In Excerpt 31, pointing elicits head 

movements from A, which the referrer uses as evidence to assess that a shared 
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domain of scrutiny has been established. As soon as B notices that A is moving her 

head, he retracts his pointing gesture. In Excerpt 32, the physical pointing and the 

turn-at-talk produced along with it elicit minimal modifications in the recipient’s 

postural orientation and on-screen actions. These actions represent the granting of 

B’s proposal, and they are used by the referrer to assess that a shared domain of 

scrutiny has been established. Excerpt 31 represents a common sequential 

unfolding following physical pointing gestures. These pointings lead to visible 

modifications in the addressee orientation. Excerpt 32 illustrates why physical 

pointings at the screen in local configurations with only one screen lead to different 

sequential unfoldings. With the visible modifications in addressee orientation gone, 

referrers rely on other elements to assess whether a shared domain of scrutiny has 

been established or not. 

The importance of postural orientation and addressee orientation in relation to 

the production of physical pointings has been highlighted by Hindmarsh and Heath 

(2000), who study referential practices at the workplace in a centre of coordination. 

In their everyday job, co-workers must refer to and make sense of a wide range of 

“objects”, displayed on screens or on documents. The authors demonstrate that 

referential practices are accomplished while taking into consideration the body of 

all participants and describe those practices as recipient-oriented. For example, a 

pointing can be delayed until the recipient has moved closer to the object being 

pointed at. Moreover, the authors discuss how participants assess the establishment 

of a shared domain of scrutiny. Through several examples, they demonstrate that 

participants do so by evaluating the sequential relevance of the turns-at-talk or the 

actions elicited by the physical pointings. For example, if the referrer points at a 

specific item on a list while asking a question, a second pair part other than an 

answer will indicate trouble possibly related to the pointing itself. As they explain 

it: “each and every subsequent action by the recipient provides further evidence for 

their co-participant to establish whether they are attending to the same object, and 

vice-versa.” (p. 1874). It is interesting to note that in the examples presented in this 

section of Hindmarsh and Heath’s (2000) article, the local configuration is similar 

to the one studied in this dissertation: pairs or small groups of people assembled 

around a single screen.  

This chapter builds on the findings made by Hindmarsh and Heath (ibid.), and 

further demonstrates that referrers rely on the sequential relevance of recipients’ 

turns-at-talk to evaluate the establishment of a shared domain of scrutiny. Going 

beyond Hindmarsh & Heath’s (ibid.) findings, this chapter also demonstrates that 

referrers do not only rely on talk to do so, but also on other multimodal elements, 
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particularly on-screen actions. Moreover, this chapter also studies digital pointings 

and highlightings, and the production of intelligible social actions in part with the 

mouse cursor. 

The analyses are divided into two main chapters. Chapter 5.2 focuses on 

physical pointing gestures. The aim of this chapter is to demonstrate that referrers, 

after having produced physical pointings at the screen, routinely rely on the 

sequential relevance of second pair parts produced by recipients to assess the 

establishment of a shared domain of scrutiny. To do so, it studies examples in which 

referrers produce noticings, requests and proposals, and shows that referrers retract 

their pointings after the production of their sequentially relevant second pair parts. 

This chapter also demonstrates that referrers rely on on-screen actions, such as 

mouse movements, scrolling down and clicking, to do so. Chapter 5.3 focuses on 

digital pointings and highlightings produced by users with the mouse cursor. It 

demonstrates that users produce social actions along with their digital pointings and 

highlightings, namely noticings and reading aloud, and rely on second pair parts 

produced by recipients to assess the establishment of a joint focus of attention. The 

first analytical section of this chapter will now study physical pointings deployed 

by non-users. 

5.2 Non-users assessing a shared domain of scrutiny 

Following Hindmarsh and Heath’s (2000) findings, this analytical section 

demonstrates how non-users assess the establishment of a shared domain of 

scrutiny after having deployed physical pointings at the screen. In the data, 29 out 

of 31 physical pointings are produced by non-users. Users routinely utilise talk and 

physical pointing gestures together to produce three social actions: requests, 

proposals, and noticings. These social actions elicit second pair parts from 

recipients or on-screen manipulations. This analytical section demonstrates that 

physical pointings produced by non-users contribute to the production of social 

actions, and second pair parts elicited by these social actions constitute key 

elements indicating to the referrers that a shared domain of scrutiny has been 

established. 

5.2.1 Physical pointings eliciting acknowledgements or evaluations 

This section focuses on physical pointing gestures and turns-at-talk produced by 

non-users eliciting an evaluation or an acknowledgement of information present on 
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the screen. These turns and these physical pointing gestures are usually produced 

during information-searching activities, and they aim at locating and showing 

information to users. The elements pointed at are presented as being potentially 

relevant for the project, and as such the physical pointing gestures and talk elicit 

evaluations or acknowledgements. 

In Excerpt 33, participants are looking for information about early 

developments of the Internet. On lines 9-11, B deploys a physical pointing and 

produces a turn-at-talk highlighting a piece of information. 

 
(33) – The BC Years 30:50 

 
01 A: and then, 
02 invented, 
03 (in:), 
04 (0.3) 
05 B: uh:, 
06 (.) “funding”, 
07 (.) “new U.S backbone”, 
08 (2.0) 
09 B: hm,  
   b: ... 
10 the origins date back to the nineteen $sixties, 
   b:       ...........----------------------------------- 
                                                  $ screenshot 

11 A: (.) mhm, 
   b:       -----,, 

In this excerpt, participants are reading through the Internet Wiki page. They are 

looking for its date of invention. On lines 1-3, A produces and then, invented, (in:), 
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moving on from information found just before (not visible on transcript) with and 

then, while vocalising the object of the pair with invented, (in:). On lines 5-7, B 

produces uh:, (.) “fundings”, (.) new US backbone”, vocalising text present on the 

screen. The recipient remains silent, treating B’s turn as reading aloud. After a 

pause on line 8, B produces hm, the origins date back to the ninety sixties while 

pointing at the screen. Her pointing is initiated on hm on line 9, and it reaches the 

screen on line 10, on date back. This is in line with previous studies on the 

synchronicity between talk and pointings. As Schegloff (1984) has shown, the apex 

of physical pointings is produced as the objects of the pointings are verbalised. This 

is the case here, although B’s turn is a paraphrase of the text she is pointing at (the 

text on the screen says ”The origins of the Internet date back to research 

commissioned by the United States government in the 1960s”). 

B’s turn-at-talk serves to highlight a piece of information and to draw A’s 

attention to it. Moreover, sequentially, it is positioned after a silence, and it launches 

a new topic. These elements have been observed in noticings (Sacks, 1992). The 

pointing contributes to this social action by locating the object of the noticing on 

screen. It also displays that this is public information, rather than B’s personal 

knowledge or opinion, and deals with issues related to the veracity of information 

being shared during collaborative project-making. B’s turn elicits an 

acknowledgement by A on line 11 with mhm. Through her acknowledgement, A 

displays that she has located the object of the pointing. Directly after the production 

of A’s acknowledgement, slightly in overlap with the end of mhm, B retracts her 

pointing. The retraction of the pointing right after the production of the 

acknowledgement demonstrates that B relies on the sequential relevance of A’s 

second pair-part to positively assess the establishment of a shared domain of 

scrutiny, after which she retracts her pointing. 

In Excerpt 34, a physical pointing is produced after a repair initiation. The 

pointing gesture is produced along with the repair on lines 6-9, and it is retracted 

after the recipient’s second pair part. The participants, a different pair from Excerpt 

33, are also looking for information on early developments of the Internet. 

 

(34) Ramjet – 43:45 

 
01 (.) cause it was on a campus, 
02 (1.0) 
03 B: [(in the)], 
04 A: [tsk] ((lip smacking)) 
05 where does it say that, 
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06 B: oh the, 
   b: ...... 
07 NSF, 
   b: .-- 
08 (.) it was$, 
   b: ----------$ 

          $ screenshot 

09 A: oh ok, 
   b: ----,, 
10 B: yeah, 
11 this is what I was thinking about in the US,  
12 but I hadn’t realized that, 
13 (.) there were already, 
14 working on it at the Physics Laboratory in the UK, 

Lines 1-3 are part of several turns-at-talk produced by B and aiming at highlighting 

a piece of information on the screen (not all on transcript). On lines 4-5, A initiates 

a repair with where does it say that, indicating to B that he is not able to locate it. 

B replies on lines 6-9 with oh the, NSF,  (.) it was, while pointing at the screen. Her 

turn starts with the change of state token oh (Heritage, 1984), displaying to A that 

she acknowledges his repair-initiation and his trouble with locating her referent. 

While she produces oh the, on line 6, she deploys the preparatory phase of her 

physical pointing. She utters NSF, on line 7 as the pointing reaches the words 

“National Science Foundation” on the screen. B’s turn-at-talk and her physical 

pointing synchronously reach her referent on line 7. After a pause, she initiates it 

was, on line 8, still holding the apex of her physical pointing. This turn is produced 

after A’s silence at a TRP, to which B seems to orient as a display of trouble 

regarding the repair, as she tries to elaborate on it. B’s turn is not developed further, 

as A produces oh ok on line 9. B retracts her pointing on line 9, right after A 

produces oh ok. 
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B’s physical pointing contributes to her repair by responding to the repair 

initiation, which displayed trouble locating the referent on line 5 with where does 

it say that. She responds to this trouble by pointing precisely at the referent, the 

NSF, on the screen. Her repair then elicits an acknowledgement on line 9, oh ok. 

She orients to this turn as indicating that the repair is successful, and a shared 

domain of scrutiny has been established, after which she retracts her pointing. 

These two excerpts confirm Hindmarsh and Heath’s (2000) findings. 

Moreover, the analyses show that the physical pointing gestures deployed by non-

users are constitutive of the social actions being produced through talk and make 

relevant specific second pair parts. These second pair parts are then oriented to by 

referrers as elements indicating whether their physical pointing gestures have led 

to the establishment of a shared domain of scrutiny. 

Excerpts 33 and 34 have demonstrated that referrers rely on recipients’ second 

pair parts to assess the establishment of a shared domain of scrutiny. However, in 

the data, referrers also rely on on-screen actions to do so. This is demonstrated in 

the next section. 

5.2.2 Physical pointings eliciting manipulations of the computer 

Although in their study Hindmarsh and Heath (2000) have put forward the 

importance of the sequential relevancy of second pair parts in the assessment of the 

establishment of a shared domain of scrutiny, this section demonstrates that 

referrers do not only rely on talk. Through several examples, it is demonstrated that 

manipulations of the computer, such as mouse movements and scrolling up or down, 

are used by referrers as evidence to assess the establishment of a shared domain of 

scrutiny. 

In Excerpt 35, participants are searching for pictures on Google Image to 

illustrate their slide on 3D printing. In this excerpt, movements of the mouse cursor 

are indicated with letters on the screenshot attached to the transcript. These letters 

are then added to the transcription of talk with superscripted letters (such as a b) to 

indicate when the mouse cursor moves in relation to talk. 
 

(35) Cellules Souches – 44:44 

01 B: en architecture on aurait pu mettre aussi mais, 
 we could have typed architecture as well but, 
02 c’est pas grave, 
 it’s ok, 
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03 A: (.) ouais, 
 (.) yeah, 
04 (.) rah le violon électrique$, 
 (.) wow the electric violin, 

                            $ screenshot 

05 (1.0) 
06 B: ah tiens, 
 oh look, 
   b:    .... 
07 A: (.) ac’estb stylé cab, 
 that’s very stylish, 
   a:     amoving from A to Bb 

                       bthe pointing is held at Bb 
   b: ...............---- 
08 b(0.3)c  
   a: bmoving towards Cc 
   b: ----,,, 
09 cah ouais,c 

oh yeah, 
   a: cmouse cursor held on Cc 

10 B: (.) vas-y, 
 go for it, 
11 (0.8) 
12 B: () c’est bon, 
 () it’s good, 

On lines 1-2, B says en architecture on aurait pu mettre aussi mais, c’est pas grave, 

explaining that different search words could have been used. However, this is 

abandoned with mais, c’est pas grave. A acknowledges B’s previous turn with ouais 

on line 3. On line 4, A produces (.) rah le violon électrique. Her turn contains the 
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display of affect rah, and it aims at bringing attention to a specific picture on the 

screen. It is a noticing (Keisanen, 2012). After a lapse on line 5, on line 6 B 

produces ah tiens, and a physical pointing. His physical pointing is initiated on 

tiens, and it reaches its apex on line 7 while A is producing her turn-at-talk. This 

object of his pointing is the 3D-printed cast visible on Point C on the screenshot. 

B’s turn-at-talk is produced before his pointing reaches its apex. Moreover, ah tiens, 

is a directive designed to draw the recipient’s attention towards something. His 

turn-at-talk is designed to direct the recipient’s look and to bring salience towards 

the physical pointing. The physical pointing itself singles out a picture on the screen, 

a feature of noticings, social actions which “make relevant some feature(s) of the 

setting, including prior talk, which may not have been previously taken as relevant” 

(Schegloff, 2007). Overall B’s turn-at-talk possesses features routinely found in 

directives and noticings. 

On line 7, A produces c’est stylé ça, while producing a digital pointing gesture. 

Digital pointing gestures will be analysed in chapter 5.3, however for the analysis 

of this excerpt it is sufficient to say that A produces an assessment while the digital 

pointing locates the object of the evaluation (visible on the screenshot, point B). 

On line 8, during a short silence, A moves the mouse cursor from point B to point 

C. As the cursor reaches point C, B retracts his physical pointing. On line 9, A 

abandons her noticing and produces ah ouais, in response to B’s turn on line 6. Her 

turn-at-talk both displays a change of state token with ah (Heritage, 1984), and an 

acknowledgement. The acknowledgement responds to B’s prior turn on line 6. 

Through it, A displays that she has located the target of B’s noticing and physical 

pointing. 

As it is visible in this excerpt, B’s physical pointing is retracted during the 

silence on line 8. The retraction takes place as soon as A moves the mouse cursor 

from point B to point C. A moving the mouse on top of point C is treated by B as a 

reorientation of A’s attention, and the successful establishment of a new shared 

focus of attention. A’s acknowledgment ah ouais on line 9 confirms that both 

participants are looking at the same picture. As such, this excerpt demonstrates that 

referrers do not only rely on second pair parts, but also on on-screen actions as 

evidence to assess the establishment of a shared domain of scrutiny.  

The same phenomenon is illustrated with Excerpt 36. In this excerpt, 

participants are looking for early developments of the Internet. B produces a 

pointing on lines 1-4, which is retracted after A moves the mouse on the target of 

the physical pointing on line 3. 
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(36) Ramjet – 44:40 

 
01 B: ok so basically, 
   b:        ........ 
02 (.) “*ninety ninety-five*”$, 
   b: ...--------------------- ((then slides to the  

left)) 
   a:      *moves right hand on mouse* 

              $ screenshot 

03 awas when it becameb, 
   b: ------------------ ((circling around the word  

“commercial”) 
   a: amoving the mouse from point A to point Bb 
04 b“commercial”b, 
   b: ,,,,,,, 
   a: bmouse cursor held at Bb 
05 (0.5) 
06 A: ok, 

B’s pointing is produced in the middle of an information-searching phase. The 

preparatory phase of the pointing is deployed on line 1 while she is producing ok 

so basically. Her turn-at-talk is a preface projecting that she has found an 

interesting piece of information. The apex of her pointing is reached on line 2, as 

she pronounces ninety ninety-five. Then she slides her pointing to the left at the end 

of line 2, and does a circular movement on top of the word “commercial” on line 3. 

As her pointing reaches the screen on line 2, A places his right hand on the mouse. 

On line 3, he moves the mouse cursor on the first target of B’s pointing gesture, the 

date ninety ninety-five. Immediately after this, B retracts her pointing. After a short 

gap on line 5, A produces ok on line 6, acknowledging B’s pointing and noticing. 
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The timing of the retraction of B’s pointing follows the mouse movements from 

point A to point B accomplished by A. B retracts her pointing as soon as A moves 

the mouse cursor over the position B pointed at. Positioning the mouse cursor on 

top of the object of her pointing is treated by B as a reorientation of A’s focus of 

attention, after which she withdraws her gesture.  

This new focus of attention is confirmed by A’s acknowledgement ok on line 

6. These last two examples show that project-making at the computer can offer new 

resources for participants in interaction: movements of the mouse cursor can be 

used as evidence by non-users when they are produced following referential 

practices. 

While non-users produce physical pointings and noticings to locate and display 

information to users, they also produce physical pointings to elicit on-screen 

actions and manipulations of the computer. By on-screen actions, it must be 

understood that users navigate the screen following indications produced by non-

users. In Excerpt 37, participants are looking for information on self-driving cars. 
 

(37) – Self-Driving Cars 41:13 

01 B: uh yeah so, 
02 A: ok *anyways what’s like modern* or, 
   a:          *scrolling down* 
03 A: (0.3) recent deve[lopment], 
04 B:                  [let’s see this$], 
   b:                     .........---------- 
                                            $ screenshot 

05  (0.2) *(.)* *(0.2)* 
   a:             *A scrolls down displaying the paragraph  

pointed at by B* 
                        *hand off the mouse* 
   b:        -----------,,,, 
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On lines 1-2, the participants resume their information-searching phase (Helisten, 

2018). The pointing is produced along with the turn-at-talk let’s see this on lines 4-

5. As this example was analysed in chapter 4, let’s see this is a proposal aiming at 

making the recipient show a specific paragraph on the screen. The paragraph is 

made visible by the referrer through his physical pointing. On line 5, A scrolls down, 

effectively displaying the paragraph pointed at by B at the centre of the screen. 

Then, she moves her hand away from the mouse. On the same line, B retracts his 

pointing right after A has moved her hand away from the mouse. 

B’s proposal is followed by A scrolling down once, positioning the paragraph 

pointed at by B at the centre of the screen. It is interesting to note that B holds his 

pointing after A has scrolled down. He only retracts his pointing at the end of line 

5, after A has moved her hand away from the mouse. From this it can be gathered 

that B does not treat scrolling down as complying with his proposal. This can be 

explained by the fact that on lines 2-3, A announces that she is looking for modern 

or recent development. As such, when she scrolls down once on line 5, her on-

screen actions are ambiguous: she could either scroll further down to look for 

modern of recent developments, or she could be granting B’s proposal. The 

ambiguity is resolved when she moves her hand from the mouse, now clearly 

displaying that she is done manipulating the computer and that she has complied 

with B’s proposal. At this point, B retracts his pointing. 

In this excerpt, B uses on-screen and other embodied actions (the hand off the 

mouse) as evidence that a shared focus of attention has been established. Although 

these actions are not social actions produced through talk, they are still oriented to 

by participants as meaningful in interaction. As such, embodied and on-screen 

actions alone, accomplished by silent participants, can play a crucial role in the 

organisation of interaction at the computer. 

This section demonstrates that referrers rely on embodied and on-screen 

actions following their physical pointing gesture to assess the establishment of a 

shared domain of scrutiny. Referrers produce social actions through talk and 

physical pointing gestures which make relevant on-screen actions. Then, they 

orient to on-screen actions deployed by recipients as elements indicating the 

establishment of a shared domain of scrutiny. Based on observations of the data 

used for this dissertation and the excerpts presented, it can be argued that on-screen 

actions can be divided into two categories. The first category, illustrated by 

Excerpts 35 and 36, represents movements of the mouse constitutive of addressee 

orientation. As it can be seen in those examples, the mouse is not used as a tool to 

navigate the screen. Rather, it is used as a pointing tool.  The second category, 
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illustrated by Excerpt 37, represents concrete manipulations of the screen following 

directives, and possibly other social actions, from co-participants. In the data, these 

on-screen actions include scrolling up or down, clicking on links, and selecting 

options from drop-down menus. The on-screen actions of both categories are 

treated by recipients as meaningful actions for the organisation of interaction. 

To summarise, this analytical section has demonstrated that referrers assess the 

establishment of a shared domain of scrutiny by relying on two resources. First, as 

it was demonstrated by Hindmarsh and Heath (2000), participants producing 

physical pointing gestures treat second pair parts as evidence for the establishment 

of a mutual focus of attention at the referent of the pointing gesture. The pointings 

studied are produced along with turns-at-talk designed to elicit a range of second 

pair parts following noticings, proposals and directives. These pointings locate and 

show information to the co-participant. Examples have demonstrated that the 

retractions of the pointings quickly follow the production of those second pair parts, 

confirming the findings of the study by Hindmarsh and Heath (ibid.). 

Moreover, this analytical chapter has also demonstrated that the local 

configuration of project-making at the computer offers participants new resources 

to rely on during project-making. It has been demonstrated that referrers assess the 

establishment of a new shared domain of scrutiny via their co-participants’ mouse 

movements. These mouse movements do not constitute second pair parts, rather 

they are part of participants’ embodied actions and of their postural orientations. 

They are constitutive of addressee orientation. Additionally, it has been 

demonstrated that referrers treat recipients’ on-screen actions as relevant for the 

assessment of a shared domain of scrutiny. These findings tie in with current 

developments within CA regarding a holistic approach to sense-making in 

interaction, moving away from a logo-centric view. As Mondada (2016, 2019) 

describes it, a multimodal approach to the production of actions in interaction 

“entails that: “a. there is no principles priority of one type of resource over the 

others (e.g. of language over embodiment); b. potentially every detail can be turned 

into a resource for social interaction” (Mondada, 2016, p. 341). On-screen actions 

represent such resources, playing a key role in some interactions, but being totally 

absent from a logo-centric view of sense-making in interaction. The findings of this 

section advocate for, and contribute to, a holistic approach to the production of 

intelligible actions in interaction. 

While this analytical section has focused on physical pointing gestures 

produced by non-users, users also deploy pointing gestures to further project-
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making, although they take the form of digital pointing gestures. They are the object 

of the next analytical chapter. 

5.3 Users assessing a shared domain of scrutiny 

Digital pointing gestures refer to digital pointings and digital highlightings (a click 

and drag on text highlighting words) produced on screen with the mouse cursor. In 

the excerpts presented, movements of the mouse are drawn on screenshots which 

are then inserted into each transcript (see chapter 2.2 on Transcription method for 

more details) in order to clearly show the trajectories of the cursor, and the ecology 

in which the digital pointing gestures are produced. In the data, digital pointing 

gestures are employed by users as part of noticings or to put forward specific pieces 

of information. Two types of noticings have been observed: noticings which 

contribute to the project, and noticings which have no concrete outcome for the 

project. There are differences in the constructional features of these two types of 

noticings. The most important difference between these two types of noticings is 

that noticings which are not treated as relevant to the project bring low salience to 

referents of digital pointings and are treated by recipients as reading aloud instead. 

Noticings which are considered to be not relevant by participants for their 

project are illustrated with Excerpt 38. The transcript starts as a page detailing the 

history of the microwave oven loads on the screen. Participants are looking for the 

date of the first patent for microwaves.  
 

(38) Self-Driving Cars – 8:30 

01 A: .h wow this () looks like [a really] leg[2it  
page2], 

02 B:                           [yeah],        
03                                         [2this is  

intense2], 
04 A: hm:, 
05 (0.2)*(4.0)* 
   a:      *scrolls down* 
06 A: $awow microwave ovensb bexceed gas rancgesd. 
   a:  apreparation of the pointinga 
                       bthe cursor underlines  

“exceed” as it is pronounced by A, then it reaches  
gas ranges as it is pronouncedc 

                                      cretraction of  
the pointingd 
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$ screenshot 

07 A: (.)◦↑woo◦, 
08 *hm:*, 
   a: *scrolling up* 
09 (2.0) 
10 B: so: I guess we’ll just go with, 
11 A: we’ll just go with, 
12 forty-five maybe, 
13 B: yeah, 

On lines 1-3, the participants comment on the quality of the layout of the webpage 

as it loads. Following this, the user scrolls down several times on line 5. On line 6, 

she self-selects and produces wow microwave ovens exceed gas ranges, while 

deploying a digital pointing. Her turn is produced at a transitional position and 

launches a new topic, which has been routinely observed in noticings (Sacks, 1992). 

Moreover, she produces wow producing a display of affect, observed in noticings 

as well (Keisanen, 2012). Overall, her turn-at-talk displays interest in a specific 

piece of information. In addition to this, her digital pointing brings salience to the 

text being read from the screen, as she underlines it while producing her turn. 

Moreover, it can be noted that the speaker ends her turn with a falling intonation. 

Her pointing is also retracted at the end of her turn-at-talk, before the TRP. And 

finally, after retracting the pointing, the user scrolls up, moving away both 

figuratively and literally from the object of the pointing. These elements combined 

contribute to produce a turn-at-talk and a digital pointing displaying a noticing “in 

passing”. 

This is further demonstrated by the non-user’s silence following the pointing, 

treating A’s turn as reading aloud. Then, his turn so: I guess we’ll just go with, on 
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line 11 initiating an activity resumption (Helisten, 2018), treating the noticing as 

being outside of the current information-searching phase. These digital pointings 

are designed and treated as stand-alone reading aloud turns, not as turn bringing 

salience to artefacts on screen and making relevant second pair parts. As a result, 

they are excluded from the analyses of this chapter. 

The next analytical section focuses on noticings participating to the project and 

turns-at-talk highlighting specific pieces of information on screen. In the data, these 

two social actions are produced along with digital pointings and digital 

highlightings. Digital pointings participating to the project are studied first. 

5.3.1 Users assessing a shared domain of scrutiny after digital 

pointings 

Out of 15 digital pointings in the data, 5 were observed to be designed as relevant 

for the project. In the data, these digital pointings are notably produced while 

looking at pictures, as it is illustrated with Excerpt 39. In this example, participants 

are searching for pictures to illustrate their slide on electricity. They are looking at 

pictures of Thomas Edison in Google Images. The user produces a noticing and a 

digital pointing gesture on line 7. 

 

(39) The BC Years – 40:10 

 
01 A: old Edison or young Edison, 
02 (0.4) 
03 B: (tsk) young Edison, 
04 definitely more like a- 
05 (), 
06 *(0.3)* 

   a:       *scrolling down* 

07 A:                                  $a(.) [oh my Godb], 
08 B:       [so all the pictures] are d- 

   a:                                   amoving the mouse cursor  

             from point A to point Bb 
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    $ screenshot, Picture 1 

09 yeah haha oh my go|sh$, 

   a:                         | clicks on the picture 

                                 $ screenshot, Picture 2 
10 [yes], 
11 A: [yes], 
12 ha[2haha2], 
13 B:   [2that2] one, 

On line 1, A produces a question with old Edison or young Edison, and lets B decide 

on the type of picture they should be looking for to represent Thomas Edison in 

their project. B replies with her choice on line 3 with (tsk) young Edison, then she 

seems to specify her choice with definitely more like a- on line 4, but ultimately 

truncates her turn and does not return to it. A scrolls down on line 6, then produces 

oh my God in overlap with B’s talk while moving the mouse cursor to a specific 

picture on line 7 (point B on the screenshot). The oh change of state token as well 

as the display of affect produced through the turn oh my God are both elements 

constitutive of noticings (Keisanen, 2012). Moreover, the mouse cursor is moved 

from point A to point B while oh my God is uttered. Together, the turn-at-talk on 

line 7 and the digital pointing bring salience towards the picture on point B. 

B truncates her turn on line 8, then produces yeah haha oh my gosh on line 9, 

acknowledging A’s noticing with yeah, while also producing a similar display of 

affect with oh my gosh. While B pronounces gosh, A clicks on the picture, now 

displaying it at the centre of the page. Then, both participants utter yes on lines 10-

11, mutually agreeing to use this picture on the slide. 

This is an example of a noticing and a digital pointing participating to the 

project. The display of affect presented by the noticing and the digital pointing 

bring salience to the referent. This leads B to produce an acknowledgement along 

with her own noticing, which indicates to A that a shared referent has been 

established. Once it is established, the picture is displayed in the middle of the 

screen, and the participants further evaluate its relevance for their project. The 

agreement to use the picture for the project is then produced on lines 10-11. 
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Similarly to the physical pointing gestures observed in chapter 5.2, referrers 

assess the establishment of a shared referent following digital pointings by relying 

on social actions produced by the recipients. These social actions are made relevant 

by referrers both by the social actions they produce and by their digital pointings. 

Although physical and digital pointing gestures are produced through different 

media, Excerpt 39 demonstrates that speakers assess the establishment of a shared 

referent in the same way for both types of pointing gestures. Those findings start to 

shed light on the production of intelligible actions through digital pointing gestures, 

a referential practice which has mostly been left untouched so far within CA 

After having presented a case of digital pointing, the next section focuses on 

digital highlightings used to take the next step in project-making. 

5.3.2 Users assessing a shared domain of scrutiny after digital 

highlightings 

Digital highlightings possess a preparation, an apex, and a retraction, similarly to 

digital pointing gestures. Moreover, during their apex, users click and hold the 

mouse button, while dragging the cursor over text. This section demonstrates that 

referrers rely on second pair parts produced by recipients after digital highlightings 

to assess the establishment of a shared domain of scrutiny. 

In Excerpt 40, participants are going through the Agile Wiki page, a software 

development methodology, which they decided to present for their project. In this 

excerpt, they are discussing whether they should add its date of creation or the date 

when it became popular amongst software developers. The user produces a digital 

highlighting and a noticing on lines 7-9. 

 
(40) Ikea Wars – 13:22 

 
01 B: the problem is is that, 
02  (0.8) 
03 B: the, 
04 (0.5) 
05 B: is that, 
06 people discussed it but it wasn’t really used, 
07 A: ayeah wait a minuteb, 
   a: apreparation of the highlightingb 
08 bthe “Agile Manifesto”c$, 
   a: bhighlighting the first two lines on the paragraph  
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entitled “Agile Manifesto”, including the date 
“February 2001”c 

$ screenshot 

09 B: c(.) yeah |, 
   a: cmouse cursor is kept in the same position until  

line 13c 
     b:           | highlighting cancelled 
10 A: (.) hm, 
11 is what,  
12 what really kicked it off so,c 
13 (.) cjust two thousand one Februaryd 
     a:     cmouse movement to the Word icond 

On lines 1 to 6, B argues on the relevance of giving the date of creation of Agile. 

On line 6, he produces people discussed it but it wasn’t really used, orienting 

towards the fact that he would prefer to choose a date representing the 

democratisation of the methodology, rather than its invention. On line 7, A self-

selects and produces yeah wait a minute, suspending B’s turn. As he does so, he 

also moves the mouse cursor towards the target of his highlighting. On line 8, he 

utters the Agile manifesto, while highlighting the first lines of the paragraph 

dedicated to the Agile Manifesto. The highlighting is quickly followed by an 

agreement by B with yeah, produced on line 9. Right after yeah, A withdraws the 

highlighting by clicking once, but keeps the mouse cursor close to the paragraph 

previously highlighted (point C on the screenshot). On lines 10-12, he produces (.) 

hm, is what, what really kicked it off so, giving an account about why the Agile 

Manifesto is relevant for their project. On line 13, he produces (.) just two thousand 

one February, while moving the mouse towards the Word icon at the bottom of the 

screen. By saying two thousand one February¸ while moving the mouse towards 

the Word icon, he displays that he is about to type this date. 
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A‘s turn on lines 7-8 is produced in a sequentially disjunctive position, 

interrupting B’s previous turn on lines 5-6. This sequential position has been 

observed in noticings designed to show that something has just been noticed (Sacks, 

1992), and contributes to showing that something is particularly worth telling. By 

reading from the screen, A also displays interest in a specific piece of information. 

Moreover, this interest is emphasised by the digital highlighting, drawing the 

recipient’s attention towards it. Overall, B’s turn on lines 7-8 is a noticing. It elicits 

a second pair part, an acknowledgement, on line 9. Right after yeah, B clicks to 

cancel the highlighting without moving the mouse. A treats yeah as a successful 

reorientation in the addressee orientation, and as such the highlighting is cancelled. 

However, it is interesting to note that he keeps the mouse at the same location from 

lines 9 to 13. Meanwhile, he produces an account, explaining why he highlighted 

the Agile manifesto. This shows that A treats B’s yeah as displaying a joint focus of 

attention, but not as a go-ahead to add the highlighted information to the 

PowerPoint slide right away. Instead, he produces the account on lines 11-12, and 

it is only on line 13 that he moves the mouse at the bottom of the screen to display 

the Word icon. 

This first example shows that a referrer using the mouse cursor to accomplish 

a digital highlighting relies on the sequential relevance of his recipient’s second 

pair parts to assess the establishment of a shared domain of scrutiny. In this excerpt, 

once the user has evidence of a joint focus of attention through yeah, he withdraws 

the highlighting. However, by withdrawing the highlighting while staying on the 

Wiki page, he displays that he treats B’s turn as insufficient to directly move on to 

the PowerPoint slide. Another noticing and highlighting eliciting a second pair part 

are presented in Excerpt 41. In this excerpt, a pair is looking for information on 

technical affordances offered by 3D printers. The user reads aloud a piece of text 

and highlights it on lines 6-9. 

 
(41) Cellules Souches - 51:03 

 
01 A: ben c’est ce qu’ils disaient là sur l’armée |, 
 well that’s what they were saying about the army |, 

a:                                  | 
clicks to display the Wiki page 

02 (1.0) 
03 A: *euh:*, 
 *hm:*, 
   a: *scrolls down* 
04 *c’était où*, 
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 *where was it*, 
   a: *scrolls down* 
05 (1.0) 
06 A: aeuh:b, 
 ahm:b, 
   a: apreparation of the highlightingb 
07 bimpression (réduit)b, 
 bprinting (reduces)b, 
   a: bhighlightingb 

08 (.) “bles coûts de productionc $et le temps de  
production”d$, 

 (.) “bproduction costsc $and production time”d, 
   a:      bcompletes highlightingc 
                                            cmoving from C to Dd  

                              $ screenshot 

09 B: ouaisd donc c’est ca euhe, 
 yeahd so that’s it hme, 
   a:      dmoving mouse to the PowerPoint icon, switching  

windowe 
10 A: donc, 
 so, 
 les enjeux, 

the stakes, 

On line 1, A mentions information she read on a previous page with ben c’est ce 

qu’ils disaient là sur l’armée. At the end of her turn, she switches from the 

PowerPoint window to the 3D-printing Wiki page. On lines 2-4, she scrolls down, 

producing euh:, c’était où, displaying that she is currently looking for information. 

On lines 7-9, she produces impression (réduit), (.) les coûts de production et le 
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temps de production, which she is reading from the screen. She highlights the 

corresponding piece of text on the screen at the same time on lines 7 and 8. By 

doing so, she brings heightened salience on the information she is reading, which 

allows the recipient to locate it on the screen. This participates in presenting a piece 

of information for the project, while showing to her co-participant that this 

information is public and verifiable. 

At the end of her turn on line 8, A moves the mouse away from the object of 

the highlighting towards point D, while keeping the highlighting visible. Following 

this, on line 9, B produces ouais donc c’est ça euh, acknowledging the noticing and 

agreeing with it. Still on line 9, after B has pronounced ouais, A moves the mouse 

cursor towards the bottom of the screen, clicks on the PowerPoint icon, and displays 

the PowerPoint window. She then starts typing (not on transcript) the information 

found and agreed on in this transcript. 

In this excerpt, reading aloud and the digital highlighting put under the 

recipient’s scrutiny a piece of information relevant for the ongoing information-

searching phase. As soon as the acknowledgement and the agreement are produced 

with ouais on line 9, the mouse cursor is moved towards the PowerPoint icon, 

displaying the end of the ongoing information-searching phase and upcoming 

typing. The referrer relies on the sequential relevancy of the recipient’s second pair 

part to move on to typing. 

In Excerpt 42, participants are looking for information related to the 

consequences of the democratisation of microwave ovens in society. After a Google 

search, they reach a Quora page entitled “How has the microwave oven changed 

society?”. The transcript starts as the participants read through an explanatory 

paragraph answering this question.  The user produces a noticing along with a 

digital highlighting on lines 8-9. 

 

(42) Self-Driving Cars - 18:05 

 
01 A: “convenience” ok, 
02 we have all that, 
03 (0.4) 
04 A: °I wanted something°, 
05 (2.0) 
06 B: [yeah], 
07 A: [growth-] 
08 “agrowth of a bconvenience food marketc”$, 
   a:  apreparation of the highlightingb 
                      bhighlighting convenience food market,  
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highlighting not cancelled in this excerptc 
09 cthat’s a good pointc, 
 cmouse cursor held at the same positionc 
                                        $ screenshot 

10 B: cokc,’ 
   a: cmouse cursor held at the same positionc 
11 csured, 
   a: ccursor going up towards the tabsd 
12 dyeahe, 
   a: dmoving from one tab to another without clickinge 
13 A: e(.) okf, 
   a: ecursor going to the PowerPoint icon, switching  

windowf 

On line 1-2, A produces ”convenience” ok, we have all that, reading aloud 

convenience from the screen, and following it with ok, we have all that, indicating 

that she is reading through the paragraph on screen, and confirming that this 

specific piece of information has already been found by the pair. After a pause on 

line 3, she produces °I wanted something°, potentially displaying that she was 

expecting to find a piece of information the pair had not thought about. After a 

silence, the participants self-select and produce their turns-at-talk in overlap. B 

utters [yeah], which seems to be a second pair part agreement following I wanted 

something, showing affiliation with A’s turn. At the same time, A produces 

[growth-], which she truncates due to the overlap. She repairs her turn and produces 

“growth of a convenience food market”. Her turn is produced after an overlap, 

which indicates that it is located in a sequentially disruptive position. It is composed 

of “growth of a convenience food market,” which she reads from the screen, and 
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followed by that’s a good point. By reading from the screen, she brings this text 

under her co-participant’s scrutiny, and by producing that’s a good point, a positive 

assessment of the information read just before, she displays additional interest to 

the information presented just before. These elements show that A produces a 

noticing on line 8. 

While producing her noticing, she highlights the words convenience food 

market. On line 9, she keeps the mouse cursor on point C, which corresponds to the 

ending point of her highlighting deployed on line 8. On line 10, B produces ok, 

acknowledging the piece of information put forward by A. Then he produces sure, 

on line 11, and yeah on line 12, this time displaying that he agrees with A’s 

assessment that’s a good point produced on line 9. On line 11, the user moves the 

mouse towards the tabs, at the top of the Firefox Window, where a tab on the history 

of microwave oven is already open. This could indicate that she treats B’s ok as 

insufficient to move away from the ongoing information-searching phase. On line 

12 she moves the mouse cursor from one tab to the other, while staying on the 

current tab. And on line 13, she moves the mouse cursor to the bottom of the screen, 

on the PowerPoint icon, which she clicks to display the PowerPoint window. At 

this moment, it can be argued that she treats sure, yeah, produced by B on lines 11-

12, as sufficient to close the ongoing information-searching phase and switch to 

typing. 

In this excerpt, the referrer relies on the recipient’s acknowledgement then 

agreement to her noticing produced while highlighting to assess the establishment 

of a shared domain of scrutiny, then switches away from the information-searching 

phase. As excerpts 39, 40, 41 and 42 have demonstrated, referrers deploying digital 

pointings and highlightings routinely rely on recipients’ second pair parts to 

establish a shared domain of scrutiny and to move the ongoing information-

searching phase forward. These findings contribute to the study of the mouse cursor 

as a resource used to produce intelligible actions in interaction. By extensions, 

those findings can also contribute to comparative analyses of gestures “off” and 

“on” the screen, and potentially inform each other. More generally, these findings 

illustrate the importance of a holistic approach for the study of interaction, and they 

add to the development of its body of knowledge. 

5.4 Interim summary 

This chapter has studied referential practices at the computer produced by users 

and non-users. It has demonstrated that in local configurations composed of a single 
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screen, the absence of visible modifications in addressee orientation leads referrers 

to rely on the sequential relevance of recipients’ second pair parts to assess the 

establishment of a shared domain of scrutiny. This chapter has studied this 

phenomenon from the point of view of non-users, who deployed most of the 

physical pointings in the data, and users, who deployed all the digital pointings and 

digital highlightings. 

The first analytical section of this chapter has focused on non-users deploying 

physical pointing gestures. It has been demonstrated that physical pointings 

deployed by those referrers participate to the production of social actions. As such, 

in the data, non-users deploy pointings along with noticings and proposals. Those 

social actions make relevant second pair parts which are used by referrers to assess 

whether the object of their pointings on the screen has been located by the recipients. 

The data shows that as soon as sequentially relevant second pair parts are produced, 

referrers retract their pointings. This in line with Hindmarsh and Heath’s (2000) 

findings. Moreover, this analytical chapter has also studied the role of on-screen 

actions produced by recipients, such as moving the mouse cursor to a specific point, 

scrolling up or down to display a paragraph, or clicking on a link, in the assessment 

of the establishment of a shared domain of scrutiny. Analyses have shown that these 

on-screen actions are deployed after first pair parts and are treated as relevant by 

referrers. Additionally, it has been shown that these on-screen actions can be 

divided into two categories. In the first one, on-screen actions are part of 

manipulations of the computer, for example clicking on a link. In the second one, 

on-screen actions are part of addressee orientation, for example when recipients 

simply move the mouse towards the object of pointings but otherwise do not 

produce any other on-screen actions. 

This analytical chapter has also demonstrated that collaborative project-

making at the computer can remove or add new resources for participants in 

interaction. Addressee orientation is different in local configurations with one or 

two screens, as it was demonstrated at the beginning of the chapter. In absence of 

visible head movements following pointing gestures, participants are led to rely on 

different resources to assess the establishment of a shared domain of scrutiny. By 

identifying the cause for these differences, this chapter informs the design of local 

configurations aimed at facilitating collaboration. Technology such as live eye-

tracking systems could make up for the absence of head movements and could 

display on screen the otherwise missing addressee orientation. 

The second analytical section of this chapter has studied digital pointing 

gestures, and more specifically digital pointings and digital highlightings. It has 
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been demonstrated that most digital pointings in the data are routinely produced in 

passing. These pointings are designed as reading aloud. They possess recurrent 

constructional features, such as marked volume (i.e. they are more quiet), a 

retraction of the pointing before the TRP, and the initiation of a transition to the 

next task by the referrer, moving on from the pointing. Due to their design, they do 

not lead to the assessment of a shared domain of scrutiny. However, some digital 

pointings in the data have been observed to elicit second pair parts. In the cases 

observed, they take place when participants are assessing pictures for their project. 

These digital pointings are produced along with noticings, and they participate in 

bringing salience to objects on the screen. These noticings make relevant second 

pair parts, which are used as evidence by referrers to assess the establishment of a 

shared domain of scrutiny.  

On the other hand, most digital highlightings are produced to move the project 

forward and they elicit second pair parts. Users produce digital highlightings along 

with reading aloud and noticings to put forward information potentially relevant 

for the project. These actions make relevant second pair parts, which are used by 

referrers to assess the establishment of a joint focus of attention, leading to 

transitions away from phases of information searching. The findings of the chapters 

on digital pointings and highlightings participate in studying referential practices 

largely understudied within CA and CSCW. They are part of a body of knowledge 

concerned with studying the production of intelligible actions in interaction through 

digital tools, here specifically the mouse cursor. They offer opportunities for 

additional research revolving around different interactional contexts or different 

social actions. They also advocate for a more “holistic” approach to the study of 

the production of intelligible actions in interaction as presented by Mondada (2016, 

2019). 

After having studied physical and digital pointing gestures used to advance 

project-making at the computer, the last analytical chapter of this dissertation 

analyses episodes in which participants go from information-searching to typing. 
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6 From information-searching to typing 

Typing is a key moment in the production of a PowerPoint presentation, because 

that is when a project takes its concrete form. Typing in this chapter refers to the 

typing of text, more precisely bullet points, constituting the project being 

accomplished by the participants. Other instances of typing are not analysed, for 

example typing into a browser window or a search bar. This chapter focuses on the 

production of bullet points following information-searching phases. It investigates 

the unfolding of multimodal actions routinely employed by participants to search 

for information, to go from searching to typing, and to type. The findings 

demonstrate that these actions can be organised in phases which all necessarily 

follow each other in a specific order, ultimately leading to typing. The analyses 

highlight the temporal progression through which participants collaboratively 

move forward their project in a step-by-step (or “action-by-action” and “phase-by-

phase”) process, carefully establishing joint and shared project-making along each 

step of the way. These phases form a larger, coherent whole, referred to as an 

‘episode’ in this chapter. 

Historically, writing has first been studied as a final product: texts (Mondada 

& Svinhufvud, 2016; Nystrand, 2005). This chapter is part of a different approach 

to the study of writing and typing, described in Mondada and Svinhufvud (2016) 

as the “production turn”. It focuses on the process of writing, rather than writing as 

a final product. The following chapter provides an outline to previous research on 

the production of text. It first explores existing research on hand-writing-in-

interaction, then on typing-in-interaction. 

6.1  Hand-writing and typing-in-interaction 

In ethnomethodology, Garfinkel (1967) studies record keeping and the practices 

associated with it. He demonstrates that practitioners forsake the standards and 

rigidity required by record keeping when the situated usage of these records 

requires it and to make records ready for any possible future uses. Within CA, the 

production of writing has been studied in several settings: pedagogical settings, 

institutional settings and in meetings. CA literature has also studied the various 

forms these settings can take: professional or institutional, involving two people or 

more, planned or spontaneous, and so on. A thorough overview of existing studies 

in this area of research is made by Mondada and Svinhufvud (2016). In pedagogical 

settings, publications focus on writing workshops and supervision about writing 
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(Koshik, 2002, 2003; Park, 2012, 2015; Waring, 2005, 2007; Vehviläinen, 2009, 

2012) and writing in the classroom (Kunitz, 2015; Szymanski, 1999, 2003; Jakonen, 

2016; Greiffenhagen, 2014; Pitsch, 2006). In institutional settings, researchers have 

studied the production of written records in “people-processing organisations” 

(Hasenfeld, 1972) more specifically police interrogations (Meehan, 1986; Van 

Charldrop, 2011), medical consultations (Robinson & Stivers, 2001; Ruusuvuori, 

2001; Nissi, 2015), and service encounters (Monteiro, 2016; Moore, Whalen & 

Gathman, 2010; Whalen & Vinkhuyzen, 2000; Mondada, 2008; Whalen, 1995; 

Whalen & Whalen, 2004; Kameo & Whalen, 2015). In meetings, writing is not as 

asymmetrical as in institutional settings. Writing can be private (note-taking) or 

public (writing on a blackboard), and it can be achieved by one person or 

collaboratively. The production of text during meetings has been studied in student 

counselling meetings (Hazel & Mortensen, 2001), professional meetings, such as 

journalist meetings (Weilenmann & Lymer, 2015; Heath & Nicholls, 1997), 

architect meetings (Mondada, 2012; Mortensen, 2013), business meetings (Streeck 

& Kallmeyer, 2001) and in meetings with a large number of participants (Nissi, 

2015; Mondada, 2011, 2016; Svensson, 2016). 

Comparatively, studies on typing within CA are far less common. These studies 

usually explore the role of technology in the organisation of interactions when 

typing occurs. Gardner and Levy (2010, 2012) have studied the organisation of talk 

accompanying computer tasks using the mouse and keyboard. The authors show 

that routine tasks, such as waiting for the computer to load a document or a new 

page, moving the mouse cursor across the screen, moving through a pull-down 

menu, highlighting or deleting a portion of text, are accomplished without 

disruption of talk. On the other hand, during complex actions, defined by the 

authors as actions requiring the making of a selection from a range of options or 

typing, the flow of talk breaks down. These complex actions are accompanied by 

pauses, restarts, and overall perturbations in talk. The authors conclude that 

computer tasks can be placed on a continuum, ranging from what they call “routine 

on-screen activity” to “complex on-screen activity”. 

Musk (2016) studies the correction of spelling mistakes in collaborative typing 

at the computer produced by second language learners. The author offers a 

quantitative analysis of 439 corrections, and a qualitative analysis of key cases. He 

relies on the distribution of the corrections, which are overwhelmingly self-initiated 

self-corrections (349 cases out of 439 corrections) to demonstrate that there are 

“normative preference structures in the spelling correction process” (p. 51). These 

findings put forward a strong parallel with repairs in talk. 
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Finally, Komter (2003, 2006) studies the interactional construction of police 

records at the computer.  Komter (2003) highlights the problems encountered by 

police officers having to carry out interrogations while simultaneously typing their 

police records. She demonstrates that the “question-answer” sequence is 

transformed into a “question-answer-typing” sequence, with important 

consequences for the unfolding of the interrogation and the production of the record. 

Open questions or confrontations may be very useful tools during interrogations, 

but they elicit long, complex answers which are difficult to process and type. On 

the other hand, closed questions work better for a “question-answer-typing” 

sequence, but they more likely lead to the recording of the interrogator’s words 

rather than the suspect’s. As a result, talk informs typing in an important way. The 

author also shows that typing informs talk. While police officers type the record-

under-construction, they can produce follow-up questions which elicit minimal 

responses from suspects, but will be typed as full-length answers. These follow-up 

questions are treated by police officers as “talk-to-be-written-down”.  

Komter (2006) focuses on the interweaving between talk, text and typing. 

While the interrogators’ talk aim at eliciting the suspects’ story in their own words, 

interrogators also transform and type those words into something fit for the format 

of police records. In the routine phases of the interrogation, this takes the form of 

a question-answer-typing sequence, as described above, with two main variations 

during the typing. In the first case, suspects stay silent during typing, then 

interrogators resume the interrogation once the typing is done. In the second case, 

interrogators start typing in overlap with the suspects’ talk. Komter (2006) 

describes these instances of overlapping typing as “activity receipt object”, 

displaying to suspects that the answer produced is recordable and legally relevant 

(see also Komter, 2001). Moreover, interrogators can “type aloud”, indicating that 

typing is a work-in-progress, as well as displaying understanding of the suspects’ 

previous turn. Additionally, as the author shows, the relation between talk, typing 

and text can change at specific moments in the interrogation. For example, when 

interrogators are being investigative, they can suspend the typing activity over 

several question-answer sequences. Suspensions display that the answers so far are 

not satisfying for the record. On the other hand, periods of overlap between talk 

and typing can be lengthened when the suspects show defensiveness. This 

defensiveness can take the form of additional turns-at-talk while interrogators are 

typing.  These turns-at-talk are described by Komter as “answering more than the 

question” (p. 211, see also Stivers & Heritage, 2001). 
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After this presentation of the theoretical background on hand-writing and 

typing-in-interaction, the next chapter highlights a typical case presenting the 

phases and actions leading up to typing observed in the data. 

6.2 The structure of an episode: from information-searching to 

typing 

Through the analysis of Excerpt 43, the typical unfolding of episodes in which 

participants search for information, read aloud information from the screen, 

propose to include this information to the project, transition to typing, and finally 

type the information will be presented. The transcript below starts right in the 

middle of an information-searching phase.  As these phases are usually long, the 

full information-searching phase is not presented here. Nevertheless, the transcripts 

used in the analyses show their most salient features observed in the data. The 

transcripts also include transitions to typing and typing. In Excerpt 43, participants 

are searching for information on current developments of artificial intelligence. 

They are making a list of its most important developments so far. To do so, they are 

consulting a Wikipedia page related to artificial intelligence. 
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(43) Rachel tape - 19:45 
 
01 B: “user interfaces”, 
02 (0.4) 
03 B: hm, 
04 “time sharing”, 
05 you know, 
06 uh, 
07 (0.6) 
08 B: “object programming”, 
09 (0.5) 
10 B: uh, 
11 all these different >types of programming<, 
12 (1.0) 
13 B: that’s,  
14 (.) what we use, 
15 A: mhm, 
16 B: and, 
17 that’s, 
18 (.) what people come in contact with, 
19 (.) like almost every day, 
20 so that should, 
21 probably be the first one on the list, 
22 (0.5) 
23 A: ok, 
24             *(.)* | 
   a: *Fig.1 moves mouse cursor towards the minimise  

button*     
      | displays the PowerPoint window 

25 A: (.) | so:, 
   a:     | clicks inside the text box 
26 *everyday*, 
   a: *-> Fig. 2 typing Everyday computer  

science applications* 

 
27 (.) computer, 
28 (.) science, 
29 applications*, 
   a:    typing ->* 
30 (0.8) ((A’s hands still on the keyboard)) 
31 B: uh: [utilise], 
32 A:     [°then we could] say°, 
33 B: artificial intelligence, 
34 A: (.) 
35 *(3.0) °intelligence°* 
   a: *typing utilize artificial intelligence* 

Information-

searching  

phase 

Transition  

to typing 

Typing-in-

interaction 

Reading aloud 

Proposal 
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The transcript starts as B is reading from the screen, on lines 1, 4 and 8. User 
interface, time sharing and object programming are described on the Wikipedia 
page present on the screen as elements used along with artificial intelligence. B’s 
talk on lines 1 and 8 is produced as single units followed by silence. In their 
design, these turns are verbalisations of words on the screen, they do not possess 
features usually employed by speakers to mobilise responses (Stivers & Rossano, 
2012). Time sharing on line 4 is followed by you know, a positive tag question 
addressed at the recipient. However, it does not elicit a reply either. While B is 
talking from lines 1 to 8, A is looking at the screen. Although she has one hand on 
the keyboard and the other on the mouse and the pair is in the middle of an 
information-searching phase, she is not manipulating the computer. By halting her 
on-screen actions while still looking at the screen, where the elements being read 
aloud by B are located, she displays that she is listening to him. The features of 
B’s turns on lines 1, 4 and 8 as described above participate in putting under A’s 
scrutiny text present on the screen, while putting minimal pressure on her for a 
reply. During these turns, B reads aloud from the screen, while A remains silent 
but attentive to his talk. 

On lines 11 to 14, B explains the relevance of the terms he read aloud for their 

list with all these different >types of programming<, (1.0) that’s, (.) what we use. 

This elicits an agreement from A in the minimal form mhm, on line 15. Following 

this agreement, he goes on to describe those types of programming as being used 

by people almost daily. On line 20 he produces so that should, probably be the first 

one on the list, now orienting to the list being produced by the pair. With this turn, 

he puts forward the possibility of an action with the modal should and the adverb 

probably. The action put forward is adding something to the list being created. 

Moreover, the modal should is a feature routinely found in proposals (Couper-

Khulen, 2014). And finally, proposals elicit agreements by recipients, here 

produced on line 23 by A with ok. On line 20 so that should, probably be the first 

one on the list, B produces a proposal negotiating what to include to the project. 

What to include is indexically referred to through that, which refers to the elements 

read aloud before on lines 1, 4 and 8. 

The proposal is followed by an agreement on line 23, and on line 24 A goes on 

to move the mouse cursor and presses the minimise button, now displaying the 

PowerPoint window on screen. Just as she clicks on the textbox, she produces so 

and moves her right hand to the keyboard, readying herself to type. The transition 

to typing is complete. From lines 26 to 29, she produces everyday, (.) computer, (.) 

science, applications. Each word is produced as it is typed. Meanwhile, B monitors 
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the screen and remains silent. Typing and talk stop on line 30 during a short silence. 

During this silence, A keeps her hand on the keyboard. On lines 31 and 33, B self-

selects and produces uh [utilise], artificial intelligence in overlap with [°then we 

could] say°. On line 35, A types utilize artificial intelligence, from which it can be 

understood that she treated B’s turn as a proposal aiming at developing the ongoing 

typing segment. The segment of typing on lines 27-29 represents one way through 

which participants typically use ‘typing aloud’ (Komter, 2006) in interaction. Here, 

typing is read aloud and put under the co-participant’s scrutiny, which elicits B’s 

participation to the typing segment when typing is halted by A on line 30 

This excerpt represents an episode, that is to say the typical unfolding of 

interactions in which participants go from information-search to typing. The 

analytical sections of this chapter study the multimodal features used by 

participants in information-searching phases. The analyses also study reading aloud, 

proposals aiming to include something to the project, transitions to typing, and 

typing-aloud, as these are recurring social actions and practices observed in 

episodes throughout the data. Moreover, it is demonstrated that these phenomena 

are organised as phases, each leading to the next. 

6.3 The information-searching phase  

The first phase leading to typing is information-searching, during which 

participants glean information from the screen. The participants make gleaning 

evident with their embodied behaviour, for example by leaning forward, and 

through talk, by verbalising text present on the screen. This phase represents the 

beginning of the episodes studied throughout chapter 6. Chapter 6.3 analyses the 

features of the actions through which participants accomplish the information-

searching phase. First, the analyses will outline general characteristics about the 

participants’ behaviour visible during the information-searching phase in the data. 

Then, the analyses will focus on two types of information-searching phases: those 

where participants familiarise themselves with a topic, and those where participants 

search for specific information. 

First, general observations about the participants’ behaviour while searching 

for information are presented. The characteristics outlined in these analyses are a 

heightened focus on the screen, and periods of silence during which participants 

read from the screen. In Excerpt 44, a pair of students is working on the first slide 

of their project on the topic of Nikola Tesla and electricity. At the beginning of the 
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excerpt, from lines 1 to 7, the user navigates the screen. She displays the Wiki page 

about Nikola Tesla on line 8, after which the participants start reading the page. 

 

(44) Turing-Tesla – 05:50 

 
01 A: [big fan], 
02 B: [it’s a good pla]ce to start, 
03 A: big fan, 
04 (.) |ha, 
   a:     | the Wiki main page loads on the screen 
05 (2.0) 
06 A: °just to make sure°, 
07 (.) ha, 
08 (3.0)*(4.0)* *(2.0)* 
   a:      *typing in the Wiki search bar* 
              *the Nikola Tesla page loads up on the 

screen* 
09  *(1.0)*$ 
   a: *hand off the mouse*    
   b: *leaning forward* 

       $ screenshot 

10 (33.0) ((both participants looking at the screen)) 
11 *(1.0)* 
   b: *nodding in silence while looking at the screen* 
12 (3.0) 
13 *(0.6)* 
   b: *laughing very softly* 
14 B: “°archetype of the mad scientist°”, 
15 A: (.) ha, 
16 (19.0) 
17 A: I don’t know if I like his work supporting UFO 

theo(h)ries and, 
18 B: hah, 
19 A: occultism, 
20 (2.0) 
21 A: that’s, 
22 (.) stretching it, 
23 but, 
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24 ok haha, 
25 B: well yeah it’s still good to use for, 
26 (0.5) 
27 A: ha[ha], 
28 B:   [sig]nificant developments [2in elect2]ricity, 
29 A:                              [2hahaha2], 
30 B: so, 
31 A:       ok, 
32          (2.0) 
33 A        you could even say he contributed to mobile phones  
            since he’s tried, 
34          (0.4) 
35 A:       intercontinental wireless transmissions, 
36 B:       mhm, 

From lines 1 to 3, the participants are closing a previous sequence (not shown on 

transcript) started by B. On line 2, he comments on the idea put forward by A to 

focus on Nikola Tesla to illustrate important developments in electricity with [it’s 

a good pla]ce to start. This comment is produced while A is busy navigating the 

screen and working on displaying the Wiki page, without which the information-

searching phase cannot start. 

On line 8, the Wikipedia page on Nikola Tesla appears on the screen. Shortly 

after, on line 9, A moves her hand away from the mouse, and places it under her 

chin and over her mouth next to her other hand, while B leans forward, placing his 

elbows on the table. By removing her hand from the mouse, the user is displaying 

the end of screen navigations, and the beginning of the information-searching phase. 

The non-user displays a heightened focus on the screen by leaning forward. On line 

10, the participants spend thirty-three seconds looking at the screen in silence, 

relatively immobile. During this silence, the participants read the information 

present in front of them. Reading in silence ensures that the co-participant’s reading 

is not disturbed. The participants display a mutual agreement to a phase of personal 

reading. 

Two characteristics of information-searching phases have been demonstrated 

above. The first characteristic is a heightened focus on the screen, displayed 

through modifications in the participants’ posture. These modifications mostly 

consist of leaning forward and the user moving his/her hand away from the mouse. 

They take place at the beginning of the information-searching phase, as participants 

prepare themselves to read from the screen. The second characteristic takes the 

form of a silent read of the information present on the screen. As shown in Excerpt 
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44, participants read in silence as they are looking for information. Similar 

characteristics can be observed in Excerpt 45. In this excerpt, another pair of 

students is working on a slide on the topic of Genetically Modified Crops (GMCs). 

 
(45) – Ramjet 65:42 

 
01 B: like the basis is, 
02  (.) we have made it so that there is more food, 
03 (0.3) 
04 B: [and], 
05 A: [mhm], 
06 B: it grows easier, 
07 A: ok, 
08 B: and so all we have to do is like an original date, 
09 of like, 
10 (0.5) 
11 B: the first person that, 
12 genetically modified them, 
13 and then we don’t have to explain genetic  

modification, 
14 we [just] say, 
15 A:    [ok], 
16 B: this is where it’s gone, 
17 *(3.0)*  
   a: *typing genetical in the Wikipedia search bar* 
18 B: °yeah°, 
19 (.) °genetically | modified crops°, 

a:       | clicks on  
Genetically modified crops in the drop-down menu* 

20 (1.0) ((the page loads at the end of this silence)) 
21 (1.0) *(.)* *(.)* (2.0) 
   a:       *scrolling down* 
             *scrolling down* 
22 B: hm:, 
23 *(1.0)*$ 
   b: *leaning forward* 
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       $ screenshot 

24 (1.0) 
25 B: “nineteen-eighty two”. 
26 right? 
27 A: ok, 
28 B: *and then we just say*, 
   b: *leaning back* 
29  it has allowed us to produce massive amount of  

crops, 
30 in places that would not have been able to support  

them, 

At the beginning of the excerpt, the participants are concerned about the complexity 

of their subject, and they are looking for ways to simplify it. On lines 1 to 3, B 

presents a simplified way to approach GMCs by focusing on the bigger volume of 

food created. This is acknowledged by A with a minimal response mhm, on line 5. 

B then goes on and mentions easier growth facilitated by GMCs on lines 4-6. This 

is again acknowledged by A with ok, on line 7. On lines 8 to 16, B makes several 

concrete proposals for the upcoming information-searching phase. First, on line 8, 

she proposes that the pair looks for a date, which she then specifies on lines 11-12 

as the date when someone made the first GMCs. On lines 13-16, she makes a 

second proposal, which revolves around displaying the evolution of GMCs rather 

than the mechanisms making them possible. These proposals are acknowledged by 

A on line 15 with ok, before they are granted as he starts typing ”genetical” in the 

Wikipedia search bar, after which the information-searching starts. 

The Wikipedia page on GMCs loads up on the screen on line 20. On lines 20 

to 24, it can be observed that the participants’ behaviour is similar to Excerpt 44. 

First, the non-user leans forward, displaying a heightened focus on the screen. She 

leans forward after a silence spent looking at the screen on line 21 and producing 

hm: on line 22, displaying through talk that she is looking for information. This is 

particularly relevant for this participant in this excerpt as she is the one who has led 
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the information-searching phase with her proposal from lines 8 to 16. Moreover, as 

it was just mentioned, the participants look at the screen in silence on lines 21, 23 

and 24, presumably reading and aiming at accomplishing the task put forward by 

B on lines 8 to 12: finding a specific date. 

The general outline of the participants’ behaviour during information-

searching phases is a heightened focus on the screen and moments of personal 

reading in silence. However, this outline only partially describes the interactions 

between participants during information-searching phases. It has been noted at the 

beginning of this chapter that there are two types of information-searching phases: 

in the first one, participants familiarise themselves with a topic, and in the second 

one, participants are looking for specific information. As it is demonstrated below, 

participants organise and carry out these information-searching phases differently. 

In the first type of information-searching phases, participants familiarise 

themselves with a subject at large. These phases are characterised by long stretches 

of silence, and a gradual transition from personal reading to collaborative 

negotiations of the content of the project. The analyses now return to Excerpt 44. 

 

(44) Turing-Tesla – 05:50 

 
01 A: [big fan], 
02 B: [it’s a good pla]ce to start, 
03 A: big fan, 
04 (.) |ha, 
   a:     | the Wiki main page loads on the screen 
05 (2.0) 
06 A: °just to make sure°, 
07 (.) ha, 
08 (3.0)*(4.0)* *(2.0)* 
   a:      *typing in the Wiki search bar* 
              *the Nikola Tesla page loads up on the  

screen* 
09  *(1.0)*$ 
   a: *hand off the mouse*    
   b: *leaning forward* 

       $ screenshot 

10 (33.0) ((both participants looking at the screen)) 
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11 *(1.0)* 
   b: *nodding in silence while looking at the screen* 
12 (3.0) 
13 *(0.6)* 
   b: *laughing very softly* 
14 B: “°archetype of the mad scientist°”, 
15 A: (.) ha, 
16 (19.0) 
17 A: I don’t know if I like his work supporting UFO  

theo(h)ries and, 
18 B: hah, 
19 A: occultism, 
20 (2.0) 
21 A: that’s, 
22 (.) stretching it, 
23 but, 
24 ok haha, 
25 B: well yeah it’s still good to use for, 
26 (0.5) 
27 A: ha[ha], 
28 B:   [sig]nificant developments [2in elect2]ricity, 
29 A:                              [2hahaha2], 
30 B: so, 
31 A: ok, 
32 (2.0) 
33 A: you could even say he contributed to mobile phones  

since he’s tried, 
34 (0.4) 
35 A: intercontinental wireless transmissions, 
36 B: mhm, 

On line 11, B silently nods for a second. This nod could display progression in his 

personal reading, and a first attempt at moving on to a collaborative exchange on 

the information gathered so far. This is followed by soft laughter on line 13 and 

“°archetype of the mad scientist,°” on line 14, produced in a quiet voice and read 

from the screen. The soft voice reflects the mutual agreement for personal reading, 

while also displaying that he is ready to share his findings. It is followed by (.) ha, 

produced by A on line 15, a minimal acknowledgement displaying that she is not 

ready yet. This is further proved by the silence following on line 16. 

On line 17, it is A who breaks the silence by commenting on information she 

has just read. Turns produced on line 14 by B “°archetype of the mad scientist°” 

and on lines 17-19 by A I don’t know if I like his work supporting both UFO 
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theo(h)ries and, occultism, refer to the subject being read about, but do not refer to 

the project yet. Through these turns, participants comment on the text in front of 

them rather than trying to make use of them for the project. These turns display that 

personal reading was fruitful and show readiness to turn to the upcoming 

collaborative phase. This is corroborated by the fact that on lines 25-28, B relates 

A’s previous turn to the project by saying well this is still good to use for, significant 

developments in electricity. This is agreed on by A with ok, on line 31, which marks 

a pivotal moment in the interaction, both acknowledging B’s previous turn and 

projecting an upcoming action (Beach, 1993).  

This action is produced on line 32 as A goes on to say you could even say he 

contributed to mobile phones since he’s tried (0.4) intercontinental wireless 

transmissions. By uttering could say, she puts forward the possibility of adding this 

information into the slide. The modal could participates in displaying this action as 

a possibility. The pronoun you does not seem to refer directly to the recipient, as he 

is the non-user and would not be able to type. Instead, you is used in an inclusive 

fashion and designates the pair. Moreover, this turn is followed by mhm, produced 

as a response by B on line 36. Those elements indicate that A produces a proposal 

on line 33. Through this proposal, A now shows her readiness to work 

collaboratively.  

The analysis of this unfolding interaction demonstrates how participants 

familiarise themselves with a topic during the information-searching phase. The 

participants leaning forward or moving their hand away from the mouse, the long 

stretches of silence during personal reading, the quiet voice, the comments on 

information gathered during the reading, and finally the beginning of the 

collaborative construction of the bullet point are all constitutive of this phase. 

Participants read text during long stretches of silence, then they display their 

readiness to collaborate by commenting on information they have gathered, and 

finally turn to a collaborative discussion on the information they have just gathered 

and how they relate to the bullet point being produced. 

In the second type of information-searching phase observed in the data, 

participants are looking for specific information. Excerpt 45 and 46 will be used to 

illustrate particular ways in which participants organise and carry out their task in 

this context. In Excerpt 45, participants are working on GMCs. 

 
(45) – Ramjet 65:42 

 
01 B: like the basis is, 
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02  (.) we have made it so that there is more food, 
03 (0.3) 
04 B: [and], 
05 A: [mhm], 
06 B: it grows easier, 
07 A: ok, 
08 B: and so all we have to do is like an original date, 
09 of like, 
10 (0.5) 
11 B: the first person that, 
12 genetically modified them, 
13 and then we don’t have to explain genetic 

modification, 
14 we [just] say, 
15 A:    [ok], 
16 B: this is where it’s gone, 
17 *(3.0)*  
   a: *typing genetical in the Wikipedia search bar* 
18 B: °yeah°, 
19 (.) °genetically | modified crops°, 

a:                   | clicks on Genetically modified 
crops in the drop-down menu* 

20 (1.0) ((the page loads at the end of this silence)) 
21 (1.0) *(.)* *(.)* (2.0) 
   a:       *scrolling down* 
             *scrolling down* 
22 B: hm:, 
23 *(1.0)*$ 
   b: *leaning forward* 

       $ screenshot 

24 (1.0) 
25 B: “nineteen-eighty two”. 
26 right? 
27 A: ok, 
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28 B: *and then we just say*, 
   b: *leaning back* 
29 it has allowed us to produce massive amount of 

crops, 
30  in places that would not have been able to support  

them, 

At the beginning of Excerpt 45, from lines 1 to 16, B argues in favour of using a 

specific date for the slide on GMCs. This is made clear on lines 8-12: and so all we 

have to do is like an original date, of like, (0.5) the first person that, genetically 

modified them, which is followed by an agreement by A with ok, on line 15. By 

prefacing her turn on line 8 with and so, she displays a relation of causality between 

her previous turn and her upcoming talk, which participates in building her 

argument. She orients to the information-searching phase about to start with all we 

have to do, and she gives it a precise objective with like an original date, of like, 

(0.5) the first person that modified them. Through her turn on line 13, she finishes 

to solve the problem of the complexity of GMCs by saying and then we don’t have 

to explain genetic modification. It is followed by we [just say], this is where it’s 

gone, on lines 14-16, orienting to the content of the bullet point being built through 

we just say. It is interesting to note that on lines 8, 13 and 14, she refers to the group 

in an inclusive fashion by using we. Moreover, through the use of we have to do, 

on line 8, we don’t have to explain on line 13, and we just say, on line 14, she 

produces directives. Finally, her turn from lines 8 to 14 is followed by A replying 

with ok, showing his agreement to the plan presented by B. This segment in the 

excerpt shows that participants tend to establish the object of their search through 

the use of proposals before the beginning of the information-searching phase. 

After agreeing with B’s proposal on line 15, A starts to search for GMCs in the 

Wikipedia search bar. The page on GMCs finally appears on line 20. Once the page 

has loaded, the user keeps his hand on the mouse. After some silence on line 21, he 

scrolls down twice, moving past the introductory section of the page, and displays 

a paragraph entitled “History”. By keeping his hand on the mouse, the user displays 

readiness to navigate through the page, potentially following instructions from B, 

the initiator of the search. He also displays that the page will be skimmed through, 

which requires regular scrolling down. On line 22, B produces hm:, then she leans 

forward on line 23, which halts A’s scrolling while he keeps his hand on the mouse. 

Leaning forward and minimal turns hm, are used by participants, especially non-

users, to display that they have found something potentially important on screen 

and want to investigate it further.  
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There is a pause on line 24, then on line 25 B produces “nineteen-eighty two”. 

while looking at the screen. The date is read aloud from the screen with a falling 

intonation. The final intonation seems to indicate confidence and entitlement in the 

relevance of the information being read aloud, and it does not mobilise a response 

(Stivers & Rossano, 2012). At a TRP at the end of line 25, B keeps her turn and 

produces right? on line 26, this time explicitly requesting confirmation from A 

regarding the information she has just read aloud. A produces ok, on line 27, which 

both confirms that he has found the information on the screen, and that this is the 

information the pair is looking for. After A’s agreement, B leans back on line 28, as 

she starts developing the next point of the slide. While she is doing so, A keeps 

looking for additional information for some time (not on transcript), then he finally 

switches back to the PowerPoint, and he starts constructing the slide. 

Excerpt 46 also illustrates how participants read through a page looking for 

specific information during the information-searching phase. This excerpt takes 

place only some minutes after participants have started working on their slide on 

microwave ovens. Right before the beginning of the transcript, A has added the 

picture of a microwave oven to the slide. The transcript begins as B grabs the 

instruction sheet of the project. 

 
(46) - Self-Driving Cars 06:57 

01 B: so yeah *we can do the description*, 
   b:         *grabbing the instruction sheet* 
02 which is, 
03 *(1.8)* 
   b: *reading the instructions* 
04 B: gonna be like date of invention, 
05 (1.0) 
06 A: *oh*, 
   a: *puts her hand back on mouse* 
07 (0.6) 
08 B: right? 
09 A: °ok () we [have to ()] | that stuff°, 
10 B:           [I guess-] 
   a:                        | displays the Firefox  

window 
11 B: I guess if we’re gonna do: | this, 
   a:                            | closes a tab 
12 (2.0) 
13 B: description |, 
   a:             | clicks on the ‘Previous page’ arrow  
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in Firefox, displaying Google results related to  
microwave oven previously accomplished 

14 (4.0) | 
   a:       | clicks on microwave oven Wiki page link on  

Google results 
15 A: *date of invention* °ok yeah°, 
   a: *Wiki page loading* 
16 B: °mhm°, 
17 A: *hm:,* 
   a: *leaning forward* 
18 (0.4) 
19 B: hm, 
20 A: it’s interesting that the- 
21 cause the image-  
22 | they have like a fake, 
   a: | clicks on picture, displaying it full screen 
23 (1.0) 
24 A: it’s like a, 
25 B: yeah:, 
26 A: it’s like a 3D model |, 
   a:                      | clicks on the ‘Previous  

page’ arrow in the Firefox browser, displaying the  
Wiki page 

27 (2.0) 
28 A: hm:, 
29 (3.0) 
30 A: ♪mhm:♪, 
31 “°dis|covery?°”, 
   a:      | clicks on ‘Discovery’ hyperlink, displaying  

the paragraph of the Wiki page related to the first
 developments of microwave ovens* 
32 (0.5) 
33 B: hm yeah I don’t know, 
34 (.) uh:, 
35 or [maybe just if you-] 
36 A:    [“first commercial av]ailability”, 
37 B: yeah, 
38 or you can Google like, 
39 history of microwave oven, 
40 (.) if you (did) (), 
41 A: oh here’s the pat- 
42 yeah, 
43 (0.4) 
44 ok you want- 
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45 B: yeah | just another page, 
   a:      | opens a new tab 
46 *(5.0)* (3.0) 
  a: *types History of microwave oven in Google search  

bar* 
47 A: ♪pum pudum:♪ |, 
   a:              | clicks on link in the Google results 
48 (6.0) | (3.0) 
   a:       | displays former tab containing the 

microwave oven Wiki page 
49 A: and pa- 
50 where is the:, 
51 “patent application” is in, 
52 [“nineteen forty-five”], 
53 B: [“nineteen forty-five”], 
54 °yeah°, 
55 (0.5) 
56 A: and then “nineteen forty-seven” is, 
57 (1.0) 
58 A: “commercially available” |, 
   a:                          | displays the other tab 
 
((20 seconds of interaction omitted during which participants 
consult another website, but ultimately do not find any relevant 
information)) 
 
89 B: so: [I guess we’ll go-] 
90 A:     [°patent patent] patent°, 
91 we’ll just go with, 
92 (1.0) 
93 A: forty, 
94 (.) five | may[be], 
   a:          | displays the microwave oven Wiki tab 
95 B:    [yeah], 

On line 1, B produces so yeah we can do the description while grabbing the 

instruction sheet. Through his preface so, he displays a sequence-initiating action 

(Bolden, 2009). By uttering we can do the description, he produces an inclusive 

turn through the use of we, and he expresses the possibility of an action. Together, 

these are elements routinely found in proposals (Couper-Kuhlen, 2014). On lines 

2-3, he produces which is, followed by a pause, projecting the continuation of his 

turn. By having his head down, he is also showing that he is reading the instruction 
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sheet. On line 4, he says gonna be like date of invention, continuing his turn and 

specifying the aim of his proposal. After a silence on line 5, B replies with oh, on 

line 6, displaying a change of state token (Heritage, 1984). She also places her hand 

on the mouse, displaying readiness to carry out on-screen actions. After a silence 

on line 7, B produces right? on line 8, eliciting an agreement and treating A’s oh as 

inefficient. A replies with °ok () we [have to ()] that stuff°, verbalising her 

agreement. Still on line 9, A replaces PowerPoint with the Firefox Window, 

implementing the proposal she just accepted.  On lines 10-13, B produces [I guess-] 

I guess if we’re gonna do: this, (2.0) description, through which he explains that 

this is what they should be looking for according to the instructions. Meanwhile, A 

closes a tab on line 11, and displays Google results of a previous search on line 13. 

On line 14, she clicks on the link to the Microwave Oven Wikipedia page. At this 

point in the interaction, participants have negotiated that their next phase should 

consist in looking for information, and what information to look for, through a 

proposal. The use of a proposal by B emphasises the collaborative aspect of the 

interaction by including his co-participant and eliciting an agreement from her. 

By uttering date of invention °ok yeah°, on line 15, A renews her orientation 

towards the information-searching phase. She produces her turn while both 

participants are now waiting for the page to load. Her turn displays her readiness to 

carry out the information-searching phase about to begin. It elicits the minimal 

acknowledgement °mhm°, produced by B on line 16, also displaying his readiness 

to participle in the ongoing phase. On line 17, A produces hm:, while leaning 

forward. Her embodied action shows a heightened engagement with the screen. 

Her °hm:°, on line 17 is followed by it’s interesting that the- cause the image- they 

have like a fake. Her turn brings attention to a specific element on the screen, which 

she refers to as the image, while also marking it as special with it’s interesting. She 

also displays clear involvement with the picture as she clicks and displays it full 

screen on line 22. Through these turns, A produces a noticing (Schegloff, 2007), 

and attempts at drawing A’s attention towards it. The noticing is followed by an 

inspection of the image on lines 23-26, but it is quickly discarded as A clicks on the 

Previous page arrow at the top-left corner of the Firefox browser and displays the 

Wikipedia page again on line 26. Noticings are important actions used by 

participants in information-searching phases to draw recipients’ attention towards 

elements present on screen and put them under their scrutiny. 

On lines 28-30, A produces hm:, followed by a pause, then ♪mhm:♪ while 

looking at the screen. By doing so, she displays that she is resuming the search after 

her noticing and the inspection of the image. On line 31, she produces 
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“°discovery?°”, which she reads from the screen. “Discovery” is a hyperlink on the 

page leading to a paragraph describing the discovery of the effects of microwaves 

on food. A clicks it on line 31, and the corresponding paragraph appears on screen. 

Her turn-at-talk brings salience to the hyperlink on the screen, and elicits a second 

pair part with its rising prosody. Along with her talk, she moves the mouse on the 

hyperlink and clicks it. Overall, her turn puts forward the possibility of finding 

relevant information by following the hyperlink Discovery, it is a proposal which 

she carries out on the spot. After a gap on line 32, B replies with hm yeah I don’t 

know, agreeing with the proposal while also expressing his inability to qualify the 

paragraph as useful or not. This is the second proposal produced in this excerpt. 

Proposals appear to be preferred by participants who attempt at directing the 

interaction. This can be explained by the collaborative aspect of proposals, which 

are both inclusive and elicit second pair parts from recipients, and thus fit as 

directives organising collaborative work. 

Following this doubt on the paragraph now displayed on screen by A, B 

produces the truncated turn or [maybe if you-] on line 35 in overlap with A who is 

reading [“first commercial av]ailability”, from the screen. A’s turn-at-talk is a noun 

phrase, designed to put a piece of information under the co-participant’s scrutiny, 

while putting minimal pressure on the recipient to produce a second pair part. 

Moreover, it is uttered by A while she is looking at the screen, displaying that her 

turn participates in the ongoing information-searching phase. B replies to this turn 

with the acknowledgement yeah, on line 37. Then, he resumes his truncated turn 

and utters or you can Google like, history of microwave oven, (.) if you (did) (), on 

lines 38-40. His turn is targeted at A, and it aims at making her perform on-screen 

actions, it is a request. A first produces the truncated turn oh here’s the pat- on line 

41, then she produces the second pair part yeah, acknowledging B’s request. After 

a short pause possibly displaying hesitation, she seeks confirmation from B with ok 

you want-. The confirmation is produced right away by B with yeah just another 

page, who also further defines his request. Just after B has uttered yeah, A opens a 

new tab, granting his request. Sequentially, B’s request comes after a weak 

agreement on line 33 hm yeah I don’t know, producing an agreement with yeah and 

an expression of doubt I don’t know, routinely used in interaction to project 

disagreement (Pomerantz, 1983; Sacks, 1987). His request is sequentially located 

after a proposal which he disagrees to and appears as a dispreferred directive. 

On lines 46 to 48, B’s request is granted, as A types History of microwave oven 

in the Google search bar, and then clicks on a link on line 47. However, this page 

does not load right away. After waiting for six seconds on line 48, A goes back to 
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the Wiki page. By waiting longer than the average time needed for a webpage to 

load before moving back to the Wiki page, she displays that B’s request is put on 

hold rather than abandoned. Back on the Wiki page, she resumes the searching she 

undertook seconds earlier. She produces and pa- where is the: patent application is 

in, [nineteen forty-five] on lines 49-52 while looking at the screen, resuming her 

truncated turn on line 41. By producing and pa- where is the:, she displays that she 

is currently searching  for a piece of information on the screen. Then, she utters 

“patent application” is in, [nineteen forty-five], on lines 51-52. On line 51 first, her 

turn-at-talk “patent application” is in, identifies the object of her search, and 

projects that she is about to provide a date. Then on line 52, she reads the date from 

the screen. Her turn is designed to bring attention to a date on the screen, it is a 

noticing. This is the second noticing used in this excerpt, which tends to show that 

participants routinely rely on this social action to draw their recipients’ attention 

towards important elements present on screen.  

The two noticings uttered in this excerpt are designed differently. The first 

noticing it’s interesting that the- cause the image- they have like a fake, on lines 20-

22 describes the object as special or interesting, then designates the object itself. In 

the second noticing and pa- where is the: “patent application” is in, [“nineteen 

forty-five”] on lines 49-52, the speaker first displays an ongoing search for 

information with where is the:, then presents the object and projects a date, “patent 

application” is in, and finally reads the date from the screen, “[nineteen forty-

five]”. The second noticing is designed to collaboratively read aloud the date from 

the screen. And this is what happens, as B produces “[nineteen forty-five]” in 

overlap on line 53, pre-emptively completing A’s TCU and deploying what Lerner 

(2004) calls a “collaborative turn sequence”. The collaborative aspect of the 

ongoing information-searching phase is reinforced through the design of this 

noticing. Moreover, it can be argued that such a design is used because it puts 

forward the date of invention the participants are looking for. As a result, a noticing 

eliciting a collaborative turn sequence assures that this particularly important piece 

of information is seen by both participants. A third noticing is produced by A on 

lines 56-58, and then “nineteen forty-seven” is, (1.0) “commercially available”, 

through which she puts forward a new piece of information. Its structure is similar 

to the noticing observed just before, however it does not lead to a collaborative turn 

sequence. This could be explained by the fact that the date of invention was found 

just before. 

After line 28, twenty seconds of interaction are omitted during which the 

participants consult a different web page, but do not find any relevant information 
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for their project. The transcript resumes on line 89, while still on the same web 

page. B self-selects and produces so: [I guess we’ll go-] in overlap with A saying 

in a quiet voice [°patent patent] patent°. While B is initiating a new action, A is 

vocalising the object of her search. On lines 91-94, A resumes B’s truncated turn 

with we’ll just go with, (1.0) forty, (.) five maybe. Her turn is inclusive through we, 

it puts forward the possibility of moving on from the information-searching activity, 

and it presents a possible date for the project, forty (.) five maybe. Overall, B 

initiates a proposal on line 89, which is resumed and completed by A on lines 91-

94. A’s proposal is then followed by B’s agreement yeah. The date 1945 ends up 

being added to the slide by A a moment later (not on transcript). 

The analyses of this section demonstrate how participants read through a page 

looking for specific information in the data. First, participants determine the object 

of their search. This is routinely done through proposals. Once participants have 

established what they are looking for, users display web pages on which the 

information-searching phase can take place. During this phase, proposals are the 

preferred social actions through which participants move the interaction forward. 

Noticings are routinely used too, they allow participants to draw recipients’ 

attention on elements present on screen and deemed as important. The structure of 

noticings vary, and while some are used to present information as being particularly 

interesting, others are designed to make relevant collaborative turn sequences and 

put greater emphases on crucial pieces of information. Requests can be used too, 

although less often than proposals, and they tend to be used as dispreferred social 

actions by participants who disagree with ongoing methods of searching. Finally, 

once participants have found satisfying information, they initiate the closing of the 

information-searching phase by producing proposals and by orienting to the 

addition of information to their slides. 

Although the participant’s actions in Excerpt 44 and 45 share similarities in 

how they look for information, the analyses have also put forward differences based 

on the type of search carried out by participants. When they are familiarising 

themselves with a topic, participants take their time to read through text carefully. 

This takes the form of long stretches of silence. During these silences, the 

participants are relatively immobile, hand off the mouse, reading from the screen, 

mutually agreeing to a moment of personal reading. After some time, transitions 

away from personal reading and into collaborative work are gradually made by 

participants by commenting on the information they have just gathered. These 

comments are then discussed, and eventually brought in relation with the bullet 

point under construction. This is how participants both look for information and 
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present them when they are familiarising themselves with a topic. This type of 

information-searching phases usually takes place when participants start working 

on a new topic. 

On the other hand, when they are looking for specific information, participants 

have been observed to organise themselves differently. Before this type of 

information-searching phase begins, the objects of the search are negotiated and 

established. During the phases themselves, participants focus on finding specific 

pieces of information. This means that rather than reading through all text 

thoroughly, they skim through paragraphs. Users keep their hand on the mouse, 

displaying upcoming necessary navigations. Once the relevant pieces of 

information are found, they are shared by being read aloud. There is no gradual 

transition from personal reading to collaborative work, instead the relevance of the 

information is negotiated right away. 

The next step in the process leading up to typing consists of participants 

reading aloud information from the screen and producing proposals on what should 

be included to the project. The following chapter focuses on the role of these actions. 

6.4 The production of candidate answers during the information-

searching phase 

During the information-searching phase, participants tend to read aloud and 

produce noticings. They also produce requests and proposals on what should be 

included to the PowerPoint. These actions provide candidate answers for the project. 

This analytical chapter demonstrates that participants tend to read aloud and 

produce noticings to put forward potentially relevant candidate answers, and 

produce proposals and requests to add something to the project. 

The analyses focus on candidate answers produced through reading aloud and 

noticings first. Excerpt 47 starts as the user displays the History page on electricity. 

The participants are reading through this page looking for general information on 

electricity, as they have just started their slide on the topic. In this excerpt, one 

noticing and two elements read from the screen are analysed. They are respectively 

produced by A on lines 4-5 then on line 11, and by B on lines 9 to 14. 
 
(47) – The BC Times 17:48 

 
01 A: °history° |, 
   a:           | clicks on History 
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02 (0.6) 
03 B: perfect, 
04 A: *ah,* 
   a: *preparation of the digital pointing* 
05 *there you go there’s Ben Franklin* *(.)*, 
   a: *apex of the digital pointing*      *retraction* 
06 (0.8) 
07 B: ↑Ben ↑Frank↑lin:, 
08 (0.7) 
09 B: “the earliest known researcher”, 
10 [“in electricity”], 
11 A: [“electric fish”], 
12 B: was, 
13 (1.2) 
14 B: some really old guy, 
15 (2.0) 
16 A: ah: I remem*ber, 
   a:            *-> starts highlighting rods of amber 
17 (0.3)* 
   a:    ->* highlighting completed, visible on screen  

until end of the transcript  
18 A: I watched a documentary on these things, 
19 B: (.) mhm, 
20 (0.4) *(.)* (1.5) 
   a:       *scrolling down* 
21 A: but let’s go with,  
22 our modern stuff, 

On line 1, A clicks on the hyperlink in the table of content on the Wiki page, 

effectively displaying the History page related to electricity. B comments on the 

on-screen actions with perfect, on line 3, displaying her agreement with the 

information displayed by the user. On lines 4-5, A produces ah, there you go there’s 

Ben Franklin, while pointing at his portrait with the mouse cursor. She produces ah 

with slightly higher volume than the rest of her turn, displaying surprise. She also 

designates the recipient with there you go, and indicates that what is about to be 

said and shown is of particular importance for her. Then, she finishes her turn with 

there’s Ben Franklin, presenting something on the screen. All these elements 

contribute to produce a noticing (Keisanen, 2012). This noticing puts forward an 

important historical figure in the development of electricity, and as such it 

constitutes a candidate answer for the project. After a gap, B produces ↑Ben 

↑Frank↑lin:, with a rising pitch on Ben, and on the syllables Frank and Lin. She 
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also produces a lengthened final syllable lin:. By doing so, she acknowledges A’s 

noticing, which is further highlighted by her repetition. 

This acknowledgement is followed by silence, during which both participants 

are reading from the screen. On lines 9 to 14, B self-selects and produces the 

earliest known researcher, in electricity, was, (1.5) some really old guy, (some really 

old guy refers to William Gilbert on screen, this will be important as the interaction 

unfolds later) as does A with electric fish in overlap on line 11. The participants 

verbalise information present on the screen. Their turns are followed by silence 

again on line 15.  

On lines 16-18, A produces ah: I remember, (0.3) I watched a documentary on 

these things, along with a digital highlighting on lines 16-17. She prefaces her turn 

with ah I remember, presenting her turn as something she has some knowledge 

about. The preface is followed by a pause during which she highlights rods of 

amber on the screen. Once the words are highlighted, she produces I watched a 

documentary on these things. Her turn both addresses her preface, by explaining 

that she has watched a documentary on the object of her highlighting, and it brings 

salience to the text rods of amber referred to as these in her turn-at-talk. Overall A’s 

turn on lines 16-18 is a noticing (Schegloff, 2007).  It is followed by B’s 

acknowledgement with mhm, on line 19. Shortly after this acknowledgement, A 

scrolls down once, and after remaining silent, she produces but let’s go with, our 

modern stuff, discarding the rods of amber as potentially relevant for the project 

and continuing the information-searching phase. 

In this excerpt, four pieces of information are verbalised from the screen: Ben 

Franklin on line 5, the earlier known researcher in electricity on lines 9-14, electric 

fish on line 11, and these things, highlighted as rods of amber on the screen on lines 

16-18. On lines 4-5, the noticing about Ben Franklin is followed by an 

acknowledgement. This turn is produced inside the information-searching phase, 

as such its sequential position indicates that A is bringing salience to a piece of 

information relevant for the project. However, it is simply acknowledged by the co-

participant before the pair continues their search. The same pattern can be described 

for electric fish and the earlier known researcher in electricity. Those turns are 

produced within the information-searching phase, and they verbalise text present 

on the screen, but they are stand-alone turns. Recipients remain silent after the 

production of these turns, they treat them as reading aloud. Finally, the noticing 

these things along with the digital highlighting elicit an acknowledgement from the 

recipient, before the user scrolls down on line 20, indicating that the information-

searching phase has resumed. 
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This excerpt illustrates how participants tend to read aloud and produce 

noticings to put forward candidate answers for their project during the information-

searching phase. These noticings and reading aloud are either acknowledged or 

followed by silence, and their relevance for the project is not discussed or 

negotiated. Instead, information-searching continues, and more noticings and 

reading aloud are produced. This is achieved through their format, most commonly 

taking the form of segments of text read aloud from the screen, putting minimal 

pressure on recipients for a response. Before demonstrating how participants 

negotiate the addition of some of those candidate answers to their project, a second 

excerpt containing candidate answers read from the screen is analysed. 

In Excerpt 48, participants are reading through the page on contemporary 

applications of artificial intelligence. The excerpt starts as the user displays a Wiki 

paragraph on usage of artificial intelligence. Both participants read from the screen 

on lines 8, 10, 11, 13, 14 and 16. 

 
(48) Cellules Souches - 69:09 

 
01 A: [utilisation|], 
 [usage|], 
   a:             | click on Utilisation hyperlink in  

table of content 
02 B: [sinon Google] hein, 
 [otherwise just] Google it, 
03 (2.0) 
04 B: ouais ben voilà, 
 well yeah there we go, 
05 (5.0) *(.)* 
   a:       *preparation of the digital pointing*  
06 A: *c’est chaud ça non*, 
 *that’s scary isn’t it*, 
   a: *apex of the digital pointing* ((pointing at bullet  

point on finance)) 
07 *(.)*(3.0) 
   a: *retraction of the pointing* 
08 B: ouais “la finance”, 
 yeah “finance”, 
09 (2.0) 
10 A: “les drones” ouais, 
 “drones” yeah, 
11 B: euh: “le militaire”, 
 hm: “the military”, 
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12 (1.5) 
13 A: “les jeux”, 
 “games”, 
14 B: [“le jeu”], 
 [“gaming”] 
15 A: [()], 
16 B: “la médecine”, 
 “medicine”, 
17 (5.0) 
18 B: ouais on peut marquer ça hein, 
 yeah well we can write that, 
19 (.) comme on avait fait tout à l’heure, 
 the way we did earlier, 
20 (0.5) 
21 A: ouais, 
 yeah 
22 (0.2) |donc, 
       |so, 
   a:       | displays the PowerPoint window 

The information-searching phase starts on line 5, after A has navigated the screen 

and displayed a Wikipedia paragraph on different uses of artificial intelligence. The 

pair stays silent for five seconds on line 5, reading from the screen. On line 6, A 

self-selects and produces the assessment c’est chaud ça non, while pointing with 

the mouse cursor at a bullet point describing artificial intelligence managing a 

monetary fund. She comments on a piece of information she has read, indicating to 

her recipient that she is ready to carry out the information-searching phase 

collaboratively. Her turn is followed by a gap on line 7. On line 8, B produces ouais 

la finance, a turn acknowledging A’s assessment with ouais, while reading la 

finance from the screen displays his orientation towards collaborative project-

making as well, as this was observed in the analyses of Excerpt 43 in the chapter 

on the information-searching phase. After this adjacency pair, the participants have 

displayed to each other their readiness to search for information collaboratively. 

On lines 10, 11, 13, 14, 16, the participants produce a number of stand-alone 

turns, reading information from the screen. Each turn is short and consists in 

reading from the screen a single piece of information present in the paragraph 

currently investigated by the pair. In line 10, for example, les drones ouais, A puts 

forward the fact that artificial intelligence is used with drones. These turns are 

followed either by silence, or by another reading aloud. Sequentially, these turns 

are positioned within the information-searching phase. By producing them, 
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participants put forward candidate answers potentially relevant for the project, 

while the format of these turns puts minimal pressure on the recipient for a response. 

Recipients remain silent and treat them as reading aloud, and they keep progressing 

into the information-searching phase by producing other candidate answers. In the 

data, the majority of candidate answers are produced by speakers and understood 

by recipients as reading aloud, which makes possible the gleaning of information 

from the screen while allowing the ongoing information-searching phase to 

progress uninterrupted. 

The analyses of these two excerpts demonstrate that stand-alone turns doing 

reading aloud and noticings are routinely used by participants to put forward 

candidate answers. The format of these turns, consisting of segments of text read 

from the screen, does not mobilise response from recipients. Moreover, as it was 

shown, participants do not discuss or negotiate the addition of these candidate 

answers to their project. As it will be demonstrated now, participants orient to the 

addition of candidate answers to their project towards the end of information-

searching phases through proposals and requests. 

 In order to make this demonstration, the transcripts of Excerpts 47 and 48 will 

be lengthened to include talk right before transitions to typing. In Excerpt 47, one 

minute of information-searching phase is omitted, and the transcript resumes on 

line 15, as B orients to the design of the bullet point. 

 
(47) – The BC Times 17:48 

 
01 A: °history° |, 
   a:           | clicks on History 
02 (0.6) 
03 B: perfect, 
04 A: *ah,* 
   a: *preparation of the digital pointing* 
05 *there you go there’s Ben Franklin* *(.)*, 
   a: *apex of the digital pointing*      *retraction* 
06 (0.8) 
07 B: ↑Ben ↑Frank↑lin:, 
08 (0.7) 
09 B: “the earliest known researcher”, 
10 [“in electricity”], 
11 A: [“electric fish”], 
12 B: was, 
13 (1.5) 
14 B: some really old guy, 
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((one minute of interaction omitted during which participants 
keep looking for information)) 

71 B: we could say that it’s been, 
72 *(2.0)* *(1.0)*$ (1.0) 
   b: *leaning back* 
   a:         *turns head away from screen and towards B* 

               $ screenshot 

73 B: kind of uh, 
74 (1.0) 
75 B: it’s been ↑known, 
76 A: [°mhm°], 
77 B: [since], 
78 (0.8) 
79 B: hm, 
80 A: *way back when*, 
   a: *turns head back to screen* 
81 B: ↑yeah way back when, 
82 A: yeah, 
83 (1.0) 
84 B: *the BC times*, 
   a: *scrolling up* 
85 A: (.) °hm:°, 
86 B: mh, 
87 (1.0) 
88 A: t[he BC] times, 
89 B:  [but], 
90 A: [hahahaha], 
91 B: [hahahaha], 
92 .h but until: *hm*, 
   a:               *scrolling down* 
93 *(.)* (2.0) 
   a: *scrolling down* 
94 B: scientists like, 
95 (0.4) 
96 B: William [Gilbert], 
97 A:         [yeah], 
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98 B: and *Ben* Franklin mh, 
   a:     *scrolling down* 
99 people didn’t know much about it, 
100 (0.4) *(.)* (0.4) 
   a:       *scrolling down* 
101 B: it was really harnessed with, 
102 *with* Alexander Bell:, 
   a: *scrolling down* 
103 and Tesla et↑ce[tera], 
104 A:                *[ok] [2so we’ll say2]*, 
   a:                *displays the PowerPoint window* 
105 B:                     [2they made it useful2], 
106 A: (.) first known about in BC times but, 

On line 71, B produces we could say that it’s been. Her turn possesses features 

commonly found in proposals, namely the pronoun we and the pronoun could 

(Couper-Kuhlen, 2014). Her orientation towards the production of the bullet point 

is also displayed through the use of the verb say, which evokes typing. Sequentially, 

her turn takes place after the pair has been looking for information for over a minute 

and has produced several candidate answers. On line 72, right after her turn, she 

leans back in her chair. At this moment, she displays disengagement from the screen. 

Her turn and her leaning back leads A to turn her head towards B. B displays that 

she is not looking for information anymore, which prompts A to temporarily 

abandon the screen and turn her attention towards B. As B’s TCU is incomplete at 

the end of line 71, A remains silent on line 72, and B develops her turn on lines 73 

and 75 with kind of uh, (1.0) it’s been ↑known. The features of her turn, such as uh 

and the pauses, show hesitation and thinking, and display that she is still in the 

process of designing her proposal for the project. On line 75, the high pitch on 

↑known is similar to try-marking (Sacks & Schegloff, 1979), and participates in 

displaying the ongoing thinking and designing process, as well as eliciting a 

confirmation from the recipient. An agreement is produced by B right away on line 

76 with a minimal and quiet °mhm°, both agreeing with the outline put forward by 

A on lines 73 to 75, while also letting B continue to develop her turn. 

B continues her turn on lines 77 to 79 with since (0.8) hm. On line 80, A self-

selects and produces way back when, co-completing B’s turn (Lerner, 2004). As A 

does so, she turns her head back to the screen. Through talk, she participates in B’s 

production of an outline for the bullet point, while her embodiment displays a return 

to the information-searching phase. Although the object of her search does not 

appear clear on transcript, later on (not shown on transcript) way back when on line 
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80 is replaced with a more accurate date which is the object of A’s search. B 

promptly agrees with the co-completion of her turn on line 81. B then develops the 

outline of the bullet point, while A keeps looking for information. These roles 

remain until the transition to the PowerPoint window on line 104. The transition is 

initiated by A with ok so we’ll say. By producing ok, A agrees to B’s proposal started 

on line 71. Moreover, by displaying the PowerPoint window and by saying so we’ll 

say, it can be gathered that A orients to B’s proposal as a turn-at-talk aiming at 

moving away from the information-searching phase and towards typing. 

In this excerpt, B develops a possible outline for the upcoming bullet point. She 

takes some of the pieces of text read aloud earlier (Ben Franklin on line 98, and 

William Gilbert on line 96 who was referred to as some really old guy on line 14) 

and organises them into a coherent whole. This possible outline is produced through 

a proposal, which makes the recipient’s agreement relevant and turns this possible 

outline into a collaborative achievement. The proposal is composed of some of the 

candidate answers read from the screen a minute earlier. Not all candidate answers 

end up on the participants’ project, and the negotiation of what should be added to 

the slide is done through the proposal. Once the participants have agreed on an 

outline for their project, A displays the PowerPoint slide, and the information-

searching phase is closed. 

Another proposal about the design of a bullet point is presented below in 

Excerpt 48. In this excerpt, participants are looking for a list of applications of 

artificial intelligence. As it was demonstrated earlier, the participants go through a 

list and produce several candidate answers by reading text from the screen. 

 
(48) Cellules Souches - 69:09 

 
01 A: [utilisation|], 
 [usage|], 
   a:             | click on Utilisation hyperlink in  

table of content 
02 B: [sinon Google] hein, 
 [otherwise just] Google it, 
03 (2.0) 
04 B: ouais ben voilà, 
 well yeah there we go, 
05 (5.0) *(.)* 
   a:       *preparation of the digital pointing*  
06 A: *c’est chaud ça non*, 
 *that’s scary isn’t it*, 



167 

   a: *apex of the digital pointing* ((pointing at bullet  
point on finance)) 

07 *(.)*(3.0) 
   a: *retraction of the pointing* 
08 B: ouais “la finance”, 
 yeah “finance”, 
09 (2.0) 
10 A: “les drones” ouais, 
 “drones” yeah, 
11 B: euh: “le militaire”, 
 hm: “the military”, 
12 (1.5) 
13 A: “les jeux”, 
 “games”, 
14 B: [“le jeu”], 
 [“gaming”] 
15 A: [()], 
16 B: “la medicine”, 
 “medicine”, 
17 (5.0) 
18 B: ouais on peut marquer ça hein, 
 yeah well we can write that, 
19 (.) comme on avait fait tout à l’heure, 
 (.) the way we did earlier, 
20 (0.5) 
21 A: ouais, 
 yeah 
22 (0.5) |donc, 
       |so, 
   a:       | displays the PowerPoint window 

The participants in this excerpt produce six candidate answers, on lines 8, 10, 11, 

13, 14 and 16. They are followed by a pause on line 17. On lines 18-19, B produces 

ouais on peut marquer ça hein, (.) comme on avait fait tout à l’heure. He displays 

an orientation towards the upcoming typing by producing on peut marquer ça. His 

turn also possesses features found in proposals, here with the pronoun on and the 

modal peut (Couper-Kuhlen, 2014 for the English grammatical equivalents). 

Moreover, B uses the determiner ça to refer to the candidate answers produced just 

before. After a gap on line 20, A produces ouais, agreeing to B’s proposal, and 

shortly after she initiates a transition to typing on line 22. Through his turn on lines 

18-19, B proposes a design for the next bullet point of the project. He presents the 

candidate answers produced just seconds before as relevant for the upcoming 
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typing activity with a proposal. Those candidate answers are transformed into 

elements that could be typed. It is understood as such by the recipient, as she agrees 

with the proposal and displays the PowerPoint window where typing will take place 

some seconds later. 

In the data, participants routinely orient to the design of the next bullet point 

of their project through proposals. This could be explained by the fact that this 

social action makes relevant an agreement to the next action and it is inclusive, 

which is particularly adapted to collaborative project-making. These proposals 

contain candidate answers previously read aloud or noticed by pairs, and they can 

be repeated verbatim, such as Ben Franklin in Excerpt 47, or they can be 

indexically referred to, for example with that in Excerpt 48. Moreover, in most 

cases, proposals do not contain all candidate answers verbalised before. By 

producing these proposals, participants make a selection among the candidate 

answers, and put it under their co-participant’s scrutiny. If an agreement is found, 

participants close the ongoing information-searching phase and move on to typing 

the content of the proposal. 

The analyses of this chapter have demonstrated that participants routinely read 

from the screen and produce noticings during information-searching phases. They 

do so to put under the recipients’ scrutiny candidate answers for their project. 

Moreover, the design of these actions does not mobilise a response from recipients, 

and as it has been demonstrated their addition to the project is negotiated later. As 

a result, these elements noticed or read from the screen can be referred to as 

‘includables’. Once a number of includables have been produced, participants 

routinely produce proposals or requests. Through these social actions, the 

participants orient to the design of bullet points for the PowerPoint slides being 

conceived. This is done by incorporating includables previously mentioned into 

those proposals. If these proposals are agreed to, participants close the ongoing 

information-searching phase and start typing. Includables embedded in those 

proposals can be referred to as ‘typables’. 

To summarise, the findings of this chapter show that there is a clear step-by-

step progression in the information-searching phase. Participants start by looking 

for information, which takes the form of reading and a heightened focus on the 

screen. Then they produce includables, effectively making a first selection of 

potentially relevant information from the screen. Those includables put minimal 

pressure on the recipients to produce second pair parts and display that negotiation 

or discussion about the content of project should not be done right away. Following 

this, participants orient to the upcoming typing phase by producing proposals 
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containing typables. Those typables are includables embedded into proposals or 

requests. Finally, if those proposals are accepted, users initiate a transition to typing, 

marking the end of the information-searching phase. The next chapter studies how 

these transitions to typing are achieved. 

6.5 Transitions to typing 

Following the agreements of proposals, users transition to the PowerPoint window 

and project an upcoming typing activity. These transitions have been observed to 

share similar characteristics across the whole data set. This chapter studies those 

multimodal characteristics. 

The first excerpt in this chapter presents a typical transition in which the user 

produces ok, to both acknowledge and project the upcoming typing phase, and 

produces so, just as the typing activity is initiated. The analyses particularly focus 

on the interweaving between talk and on-screen actions. In Excerpt 49, participants 

are describing the current stage of development of artificial intelligence in different 

fields. B produces includables on lines 1, 4 and 8, a typable on lines 20-21, and the 

transition to typing takes place on lines 23-25. 

 
(49) Rachel tape - 19:45 

 
01 B: “user interfaces”, 
02 (0.4) 
03 B: hm, 
04 “time sharing”, 
05 you know, 
06 uh, 
07 (0.6) 
08 B: “object programming”, 
09 (0.5) 
10 B: uh, 
11 all these different >types of programming<, 
12 (1.0) 
13 B: that’s,  
14 (.) what we use, 
15 A: mhm, 
16 B: and, 
17 that’s,  
18 (.) what people come in contact with, 
19 like almost every day, 
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20 so that should, 
21 probably be the first one on the list, 
22 (0.5) 
23 A: ok, 
24 $*(.)* | 
   a: $screenshot, Picture 1 

*Picture 1, moving mouse cursor towards the 
minimise button*     

             | displays the PowerPoint window 
25 A: (.) | so:, 
   a:     | clicks inside the text box 
26 $*everyday*, 
a: $ screenshot, Picture 2 

*-> Picture 2, typing Everyday computer science  
applications* 

27 (.) computer, 
28 (.) science, 
29 applications*, 
   a:    typing ->* 

B’s proposal so that should, probably be the first one on the list, produced on line 

21 is accepted by A on line 23 with a second pair part ok. The pronoun that 

indexically refers to the includables read aloud just before on lines 1, 4 and 8 user 

interfaces, time sharing, and object programming, as such it represents a typable. 

As she utters ok, she starts moving the mouse towards the top right of the screen, 

where the minimise button is located. At this point, the transition to typing has been 

initiated. She clicks on this button at the end of line 24. Then, on line 25, during a 

micro-silence, she moves the mouse towards the textbox on the PowerPoint slide, 

and she clicks on it. Right as she presses the button, she produces so:. The 

lengthened so: coincides with the time required for the user to move her right hand 

from the mouse to the keyboard. The click, the production of so:, and the right hand 

moving from the mouse to the keyboard mark the end of the transition and the 

beginning of the typing activity. 
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Existing research confirms that “ok” and “so” can be used during transitions. 

Schegloff (1979, 1986) and Hopper (1989, p. 187) observe that “ok” is used at topic 

transitions during phone calls. Merritt (1984) makes a similar observation in the 

context of service encounters, she describes “ok” as a “linking device” (p. 144) 

between two phases of an encounter. Beach (1993) studies “okay” in a wide range 

of interactional contexts, particularly everyday life interactions, and observes that 

“okay” serves as a pivotal tool both acknowledging previous talk and projecting an 

upcoming action. Moving on to existing research on “so”, Schiffrin (1987) and 

Blakemore (1988, 2002) put forward the causal and inferential nature of the adverb. 

On the other hand, rather than indicating causality, Howe (1991) argues that “so” 

in topic initial utterances is a marker of connection used to preface topic beginners. 

Bolden (2009) also demonstrates that “so” can preface TCUs to implement 

sequence-initiating actions (p. 975), or to mark inferential connections between 

turns. The relatively short existing literature on “so” describes this adverb as 

serving as a tool to mark a connection between turns. However, the findings 

presented by these researchers describe a wide range of usage, from which it can 

be gathered that the use of “so” by participants is particularly sensitive to the 

interactional context and the sequential organisation surrounding it. 

In accordance with the background research presented above, in Excerpt 49 ok 

serves as a pivotal tool as it is described by Beach (1993), both agreeing as a second 

pair part to the co-participant’s proposal, and projecting the upcoming transition 

activity while the necessary on-screen navigations are being made. Then, just as 

the typing activity starts, so: is uttered to mark the initiation of the new action. 

According to Bolden (2009) who demonstrates that “so” can preface TCUs to 

implement sequence-initiating actions, the data here shows that “so” implements 

the beginning of typing. 

Similar observations can be made by going back to Excerpt 48. The previous 

transcript is lengthened to include the typing activity. B produces a typable on lines 

18-19, which is agreed to by A on line 21 with ouais. 

 
(48) Cellules Souches - 69:09 
 
13 A: “les jeux”, 
 “games”, 
14 B: [“le jeu”], 
 [“gaming”] 
15 A: [()], 
16 B: “la medicine”, 
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 “medicine”, 
17 (5.0) 
18 B: ouais on peut marquer ça hein, 
 yeah well we can write that, 
19 (.) comme on avait fait tout à l’heure, 
 the way we did earlier, 
20 (0.5) 
21 A: ouais, 
 yeah 
22 $*(0.5)* |donc, 
          |so, 
   a: $screenshot, Picture 1 

 *Picture 1, moves mouse cursor towards minimise  
button*      

               | displays the PowerPoint window 
23 A: $*on a dit euh*, 
 $*we said hm*, 
   a: $ screenshot, Picture 2 

 *Picture 2, both hands moved on the keyboard,  
ready to type* 

24 A : banque, 
 banking,  
25 enfin l’économie, 

well economy, 
26 (.) parce que [banque] et fi- 

(.) because banking and fi- 
27 B:               [(hm)], 
28 A: *ou ben banque et finance*, 
 *or well banking and finance*, 
   a: *typing banque et finance* 

A produces ouais, on line 21, a second pair part agreeing to B’s proposal on lines 

18-19. The transition is done differently from Excerpt 49, where ”ok” was used. A 

agrees with ouais, and projects upcoming typing. On line 22, the user moves the 

mouse towards the minimise button during the 0.5-second silence. Clicking 
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displays the PowerPoint window. The textbox is already active, so she does not 

have to select it, as a result she moves her right hand from the mouse to the 

keyboard, readying herself to type.  

However, even though the user produces donc, as she places her hands on the 

keyboard, she does not start typing. Instead, she produces a turn discussing the 

content of the typing, on lines 21-28. She repairs banque, on line 24 into l’économie, 

on line 25, then finally into banque et finance, on line 28, which she starts typing 

at the same time. Typing is initiated only when she finds a proper formulation for 

the bullet point. This excerpt demonstrates that although donc, and the embodied 

posture of the user having both hands placed on the keyboard indicate the end of 

the transition and the beginning of the typing, participants can negotiate the content 

of the typing in this sequential position. It can be noted that while ou ben banque 

et finance, is uttered on line 28, she starts typing right away. This indicates that she 

is ‘typing aloud’ (Komter, 2006), putting the content about to be typed under the 

recipient’s scrutiny, while also displaying high entitlement to typing it. This 

entitlement could be explained by the sequential position of this turn, as it follows 

a typable, although ambiguous, and an agreement. Overall, these repairs and typing 

aloud participate in the progressive production and refining of the bullet point being 

designed. Includables, typables, and then negotiations after the transition to typing 

are part of the same progressive and collaborative step-by-step process aiming at 

typing after an agreement has been found between participants. 

As this chapter has demonstrated, transitions to typing are multimodal 

achievements and represent pivotal moments leading to typing. Routinely 

throughout the data, speakers agree on or acknowledge typables produced by co-

participants with ok or yeah. As users produce acknowledgements or agreements, 

they take steps towards displaying the PowerPoint window, often by moving the 

mouse cursor towards the minimise button at the top right of the screen or towards 

the PowerPoint icon at the bottom of the screen. By agreeing with or 

acknowledging includables with ok and by moving the mouse cursor at the same 

time, users initiate transitions and project upcoming typing. “Ok” is used as a 

pivotal tool in transitional moments (Beach, 1993). Once the PowerPoint slide has 

appeared and the textbox is selected, users place their hands on the keyboard, 

readying themselves to type. As they place their hands on the keyboard, they tend 

to produce so, a discourse marker described by Bolden (2009) as a sequence-

initiating action when prefacing a turn. Here “so” initiates the typing. Once 

transitions to typing are done, along with possible negotiations of typables, typing 

can start. This is the object of the last analytical section of this chapter. 
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6.6 Typing-in-interaction 

Typing is the last phase of the episodes studied in this chapter. It takes place after 

participants have gleaned information from the screen, produced includables and 

typables, and a transition to typing has occurred. This analytical chapter 

investigates how participants organize typing through talk. Of particular 

importance for the study of typing-in-interaction is the timing between talk and 

typing, referred to by Komter (2006) as ‘typing aloud’. Two of the most salient 

aspects of typing aloud in the data are analysed in this chapter. First, it is 

demonstrated that when users vocalise the content of their typing, they put the 

content of the bullet point being worked on under their co-participants’ scrutiny, 

making relevant their participation in the typing. Second, in situations where non-

users are dictating the content of the typing to users, users have been observed to 

vocalise the last word of typing segments. They do so to indicate typing completion 

points (Komter, 2006). This allows non-users to resume their dictation at 

appropriate times. 

The first analysis of this section focuses on an instance in which the user 

vocalises the content of her typing as she is typing it. This is illustrated with Excerpt 

49. In this excerpt, the participants are looking for current developments of artificial 

intelligence. The previous transcription of this segment has been extended to 

include a longer portion of the typing. After a proposal has been produced on lines 

20-21 and accepted on line 23, the transition to typing takes place on lines 24-25. 

The typing starts on line 26. The analysis focuses on lines 26 to 33 to demonstrate 

that A’s vocalisation of the typing makes relevant B’s participation in the production 

of the typing. 

 
(49) Rachel tape - 19:45 

 
20 so that should, 
21 probably be the first one on the list, 
22 (0.5) 
23 A: ok, 
24 (.) | 
   a:     | displays the PowerPoint window 
25 A: (.) | so:, 
   a:     | clicks inside the text box 
26 *everyday, 
   a: *-> typing Everyday computer science applications* 
27 (.) computer, 
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28 (.) science, 
29 applications*, 
   a:    typing ->* 
30 (0.8) ((A’s hands still on the keyboard)) 
31 B: uh: [utilise], 
32 A:     [°then we could] say°, 
33 B: artificial intelligence, 
34 A: (.) 
35 *(3.0) °intelligence°* 
a: *typing utilise artificial intelligence* 

On lines 26 to 29, A interweaves talk and typing in a specific way. On each word, 

typing is initiated first. It is followed by a vocalisation of the whole word, which 

finishes before the end of the typing. Then the typing of the word reaches its 

completion. This is done on everyday, computer, science, and applications. 

Meanwhile, B remains silent while he is monitoring the screen. On line 30, typing 

is halted and A is silent for 0.8 second. Her hands remain on the keyboard, 

projecting more typing to come. In this context, B self-selects and produces uh: 

[utilise], artificial intelligence, in overlap with [then we could] say. With his turn, 

B participates in the production of the typing by dictating a potential addition for 

the bullet point. A, on line 32, displays trouble typing the rest of the bullet point 

and invites B to help her by saying [then we could] say. On line 35, A types “utilise 

Artificial Intelligence”. 

B’s turn on lines 31 and 33 is made relevant by A vocalising her typing on lines 

26-29. He steps in at a point when A has difficulties with the ongoing typing 

segment, halting the typing and staying silent on 30, with both hands still on the 

keyboard. This is confirmed by A’s turn then we could say, displaying trouble with 

the current task, projecting more typing, and including the non-user in its 

production by using we. B participates in the typing segment through talk. 

Moreover, the content of B’s turn is a direct continuation of A’s turns on lines 26-

29, the participants are effectively co-producing the bullet point through talk, and 

more specifically through what Lerner (2004) described as a collaborative turn 

sequence. 

To summarise, from lines 26 to 29 the content of the typing is vocalised by the 

user and put under the non-user’s scrutiny. This in turns makes relevant the non-

user’s participation in designing the bullet point when, on line 30, the user displays 

trouble in producing the remainder of the bullet point. B self-selects and dictates 
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the next segment of the bullet point. The bullet point is effectively co-produced by 

the participants. 

The second most salient aspect of typing aloud in the data revolves around 

interactions in which non-users dictate the content to be typed to users. In those 

interactions, users vocalise the last word of typing segments, indicating typing 

completion points. A ‘typing completion point’ (Komter, 2006) marks the end of 

the typing segment, and gives participants an opportunity to launch a new action. 

In the excerpt analysed below, it is demonstrated that the user vocalises a typing 

completion point in order to make relevant the continuation of the non-user’s 

dictation. 

In Excerpt 50, participants are working on a description of 3D printers. They 

have attempted to produce a first description in a previous bullet point, but they are 

not satisfied with what they have produced. This excerpt is a transcription of their 

second attempt, after they have searched for additional information on the subject. 

On lines 1-3, B produces a proposal. A agrees to B’s proposal with ouais, on line 4 

in an early-onset overlap, described by Vatanen (2014) as indicating agreement to 

the previous turn while displaying an independent epistemic stance. The transition 

to typing is initiated on line 4, as A displays the PowerPoint window. However, 

typing is delayed until line 16. Between line 4 and line 16, the participants negotiate 

the content of the typing. 

 
(50) Cellules Souches - 23:30 

 
01 B: ben on peut expliquer ça comme ça, 
 well we can explain it like this, 
02 que c’est pareil et:, 
 like it’s the same and, 
03 (.) tu marques deux trois nombres [avec les]  

exemples de matières| °et puis°, 
 you write down a couple numbers [with] examples for  

the material and then, 
04 A:                                   [ouais], 
                                 [yeah], 
   a:                     | displays the PowerPoint  

window 
05 B: on [aura fini], 
 we [are done], 
06 A:    [.h alors], 
    [.h so], 
07 B: le diapo, 
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 with the slide, 
08 A: [euh:], 
 [uh :], 
09 B: (°[pour la] semaine°), 
 ([for the] week), 
10 A: création d’un- 
 creation of a- 
11 (1.0) 
12 A: non c’est °superposition de couches de matière°, 
 no that’s °superimposing layers of material°, 
13 (1.0) 
14 B: euh conception d’objets, 
 uh creating objects, 
15 *euh (.)* *par euh*, 

*uh (.)* *by uh*, 
a: *highlighting superposition de couches de matière 

with the mouse cursor, which will be deleted and 
replaced as she starts typing* 
         *placing her hands on the keyboard* 

16 A: *°conception° (0.3)*, 
 *°creating° (0.3)*, 
   a: *typing conception*  
17 *°d’objets° (.)*, 
 *°objects° (.)*, 
   a: *typing d’objets* 
18 B: par ajout de matière, 
 by layering material, 
19 *(0.3) 
   a:       *-> typing par ajout 
20 A: °par ajout* *de matière° (0.8)*, 
 °by layering *material° (0.8)*, 
   a:         ->* *typing de matière* 

On lines 8, 10 and 12, A displays hesitation regarding what needs to be typed next. 

On line 10, she launches a turn, creation d’un- but she truncates it. On line 12, she 

produces non c’est °superposition de couches de matière°, which is the current state 

of the bullet point that needs to be rewritten. Her turn seems to account for her 

truncation on line 10 by implying that what she was about to propose was not on 

topic. After some silence on line 13, B self-selects and produces euh conception 

d’objets, aiming at contributing to the production of the bullet point. On line 15, A 

highlights the previous description on 3D printer, then places her hand on the 

keyboard, ready to type, displaying agreement to B’s turn.  At the same time, B 
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continues his turn with euh (.) par euh, still orienting towards dictating a definition 

for the bullet point. At this moment, A becomes a typist following B’s dictation. 

A starts typing on line 16. She says conception which she types at the same 

time. By repeating conception, originally produced by B on line 14, she displays 

her agreement to what was proposed by B, while also displaying her current on-

screen actions. On line 17, she vocalises objets as she is almost done typing the 

word. After a micro silence, B self-selects and finishes his dictation with par ajout 

de matière, on line 18. By typing aloud on line 17 as she is almost done with the 

current typing segment, the user displays a typing completion point. She displays 

to the non-user that he can resume dictating the bullet point, which is promptly 

done by B. 

On line 19, A starts typing ajout, which she vocalises on line 20 as she finishes 

typing the word. Here again she displays her agreement to what has been dictated 

to her while also sharing the content of her ongoing actions, like she has done on 

line 16. Then, she vocalises matière 0.8-second before completing her typing. 

Matière is vocalised well before the end of the typing segment, it does not indicate 

a typing completion point. This could be explained by the fact that B’s dictation 

turn on line 18 appears as a full TCU and as the last words of his dictation, and as 

a result displaying a typing completion point is not necessary anymore. 

This excerpt illustrates that in a context where non-users and users are 

respectively dictating the content of the typing and typists, typing aloud is used by 

typists to make relevant the continuation of their co-participants’ dictation. In the 

data, typing aloud is deployed by users at the end of typing segments to display 

typing completion points, which facilitates the production of long TCUs dictated 

by co-participants. As it is demonstrated, when non-users are dictating the content 

of the typing and have produced incomplete TCUs, users vocalise the end of their 

typing segments to display typing completion points. Typing completion points 

display to the co-participants that they can resume the production of their TCUs. It 

has also been observed that once TCUs of the co-participants dictating appear to be 

complete, users abandon the display of typing completion points.  

This chapter has analysed typing-in-interaction, and more specifically two 

ways in which participants use typing aloud in collaborative project-making. In the 

first case studied, a user vocalise the content of her typing as it is being typed to 

put it under her co-participants’ scrutiny. In situations where users struggle to type 

the remainder of their typing segment, co-participants step in and in turn participate 

to the production of ongoing typing through talk. By typing aloud, users make 

relevant the participation of non-users in the ongoing typing. In the second case 
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studied, a user vocalise the content of her typing at the end of their typing segments 

while she are following her co-participants’ dictation. By doing so, she displays 

typing completion points, and signals to the co-participants that he can resume the 

dictation. In these interactions, typing aloud is key in organising the unfolding of 

co-participants’ dictation along with typing. These two cases show that the timing 

between talk and typing plays a crucial role in displaying and understanding typing 

in collaborative project-making. This analytical chapter also participates in 

developing a better understanding of typing aloud, a phenomenon scarcely studied 

in CA and CSCW literature. These observations close the analytical sections of this 

chapter. The findings are now summarised in the conclusion. 

6.7 Interim summary 

This chapter has studied the organisation of collaborative work at the computer, 

and how participants organise episodes going from information-searching to typing. 

This chapter is divided into four analytical sections, each dedicated to a phase or 

an action produced by participants and leading to typing. The first part focuses on 

the information-searching phase. As the analyses have demonstrated, during this 

phase, participants either familiarise themselves with a topic, or look for specific 

information. General multimodal features of this phase have been investigated. 

While participants are looking for information, they display a heightened focus on 

the screen. This takes the form of participants leaning forward and getting closer to 

the screen, and users removing their hand from the mouse. By doing so, participants 

display that the information-searching phase has started. Across all data, during this 

phase, participants share moments of silence, reading from the screen, displaying 

moments of personal reading. The information-searching phase sets up the 

production of includables and typables. 

Includables and typables are produced during the information-searching phase. 

In the data, includables produced by participants are treated as reading aloud 

information from the screen by co-participants. These includables put forward 

potentially relevant information for the PowerPoint slide, while also putting 

minimal pressure on recipients to produce second pair parts. As such, includables 

are followed by other includables or by silence, indicating further reading.  

Typables, on the other hand, make relevant transitions to typing and the end of the 

ongoing information-searching phase. In the data, typables take the form of 

proposals. They make relevant agreements as second pair parts and they move the 

interaction towards a transition to typing if they are agreed on. Moreover, 



180 

participants incorporate includables inside their proposals, effectively turning 

candidate answers into typables. Progression can be observed within information-

searching phases, from looking for information and reading aloud to producing 

typables and making transitions to typing relevant. 

Transitions to typing are multimodal achievements. As it has been 

demonstrated, talk, especially the discourse markers “ok” and “so”, is intertwined 

with mouse movements on the screen, mouse clicks, and the placing of both hands 

on the keyboard in a posture indicating that the user is now ready to type. Discourse 

markers play a particularly important role in the organisation of transitions to 

typing. “Ok” has been described in previous research, especially by Beach (1993), 

as a pivotal tool used to acknowledge previous talk and project upcoming actions. 

Upcoming actions are not only projected with “ok”, they are also made visible 

through the embodied and the on-screen actions of users. In the data, as users 

produce “ok”, they tend to move the mouse cursor towards the minimise button at 

the top-right of the screen, or towards the PowerPoint icon at the bottom of the 

screen. “Ok” and these mouse movements represent the initiation of the transition 

to typing. Through these elements, users display that the PowerPoint slide is about 

to be displayed on screen. Once the slide is displayed and the textbox selected, 

users place their hands on the keyboard, displaying their readiness to type. It is also 

at this precise moment that they produce “so”, the second discourse marker 

routinely observed in the data. “So” is described by Bolden (2009) as prefacing 

sequence-initiating actions and a shift in the ongoing activity. The analyses of the 

data in this chapter tend to confirm those observations, as the usage of “so” 

coincides with a clear shift in the ongoing activity from information-searching to 

typing, and is used as preface to typing aloud. However, it is important to note that 

previous research on “so” is relatively scarce and mostly focuses on everyday 

interactions. The presence of the computer and the task-oriented interactional 

context need to be accounted for. 

Finally, after the transition, typing takes place. This chapter has focused on two 

salient aspects of typing aloud (Komter, 2006). Typing aloud can be produced by 

users to put the content of their typing under recipients’ scrutiny as it is being typed. 

This makes relevant the co-participants’ involvement in the production of the bullet 

point being typed. As it was demonstrated, typing aloud makes relevant the co-

participant’s participation in the construction of a typing segment as the user 

displays hesitation in an ongoing typing segment. Typing aloud is a way for users 

to turn typing, an asymmetrical action, into a collaborative achievement. Typing 

aloud is also deployed by users to display typing completion points (Komter, 2006) 
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in sequences where users assume the role of typists, and non-users are dictating 

what to type. Users produce typing aloud at the end of typing segments to allow 

non-users to resume the production of their dictation. It facilitates the organisation 

between the typist and the person doing the typing. Although two salient instances 

of typing aloud have been studied in this chapter, there is still a wide range of 

phenomena to study when talk and typing are intertwined. Future research could 

focus on actions made relevant by users when they produce typing aloud in 

different sequential contexts, and in different settings. 
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7 Conclusion 

This dissertation has set out to examine salient practices used by participants to 

take the next step in collaborative project-making at the computer by using the CA 

methodology, with the aim of informing the field of CSCW and of broadening our 

understanding of how people interact around and with computers. 

The data were specifically recorded for this dissertation. The recording and 

transcription process led to important insight, potentially relevant for similar future 

research. First, the setup used for the data critically missed a camera filming the 

participants’ faces in some recordings. The camera filming from the back leads to 

some missing important interactional resources, for example the participants’ gaze. 

This could easily be achieved with a webcam set on top of the screen. Second, 

screen-recording data proved to be crucial in the understanding and the presentation 

of some phenomena, especially digital pointings, and provided important 

information in virtually all interactions studied in this dissertation. It would be 

recommended that any future research involving screens considers gathering such 

data. Third, screen-recording data leads to new challenges in transcriptions. A 

method for the transcription of mouse movements is tentatively used in this 

dissertation, however other problems still stand. For example, in extracts where 

users scroll up or down or switch windows, the amount of screen captures used to 

accurately represent the information present on screen at any given moment can be 

too large for any research papers, especially considering screen captures need to be 

relatively large for readers to be able to read them. 

The analytical chapters of this dissertation have focused on three recurring 

practices. The first chapter has demonstrated how participants propose next actions 

during collaborative project-making at the computer. It shows that they use 

recurring formats when producing proposals, and that those formats inform 

recipients on the nature of the proposed actions. As it has been demonstrated, 

proposals with the formats Should we X and Let’s X are used by speakers to propose 

immediate next actions, while proposals with the format Do we X put forward 

remote actions. It has also been shown that these formats are not the only elements 

that contribute to displaying the nature of the proposed actions. Also embodied 

actions play a role in communicating to recipients whether what is being proposed 

will be carried out right away or not. Such embodied actions mostly focus on 

manipulations of the computer, such as using the mouse or placing both hands on 

the keyboard, and they display readiness to implement the proposed action 

immediately. On the other hand, remote proposals are produced while disengaging 
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from the computer or implementing an action which is not related to the proposed 

one. 

These findings add to the rich literature in Interactional Linguistics on the use 

and role of formats of social action formats. While proposals are fairly well studied, 

they are not as well known as some other social actions, for example requests and 

offers. This dissertation also sheds light on the more global role played by proposals 

in collaborative interaction. Throughout the analytical chapters, when studying 

pointing gestures in chapter 5 and transitions from information-searching to typing 

in chapter 6, proposals are observed to be used regularly by participants. Proposals 

are key social actions in collaborative interaction, and this can be explained by their 

“symmetric and egalitarian” nature (Couper-Kuhlen, 2014, p. 630) and how they 

facilitate the distribution and negotiation of deontic rights (Stevanovic & Peräkylä, 

2012).  

The findings on proposals throughout the three analytical chapters also 

demonstrate how participants adapt to technology while deploying proposals, 

social actions commonly carried out in everyday life. Of particular interest is the 

way the mouse, the keyboard and the screen are used by participants for producing 

them. These artefacts are seemingly and completely integrated into the production 

of proposals, and moreover, they are used by speakers to display subtle but 

important differences leading recipients to recognise that immediate or remote 

actions are being proposed. It is interesting to note that all of this is achieved by 

spoken and embodied actions deployed by speakers using the keyboard and the 

mouse and understood effortlessly by recipients. However, it should be noted that 

these findings might not apply in situations where collaborative work is achieved 

remotely, because participants cannot deploy those embodied actions anymore. The 

analyses have shown that participants rely on many embodied features to display 

and understand what is ongoing. If this resource is not as easily or clearly accessible 

anymore, collaboration would need to be carried out differently. Nevertheless, these 

findings show that the entanglement of digital technology and human everyday life 

can take place at a micro-level. The use of digital technology can often be 

considered a routine achievement, seen but unnoticed, however the analyses of the 

production of proposals show that human adaptation to technology can be revealed 

in these micro-details. There is no doubt that these micro-details take many more 

forms than those analysed in this dissertation, and additional studies could lead to 

the development of digital technologies empowering human interactions. 

Chapter 4 has also demonstrated that users and non-users of the computer 

produce proposals in different sequential contexts. Disjunctive proposals, routinely 
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produced through the format Let’s X, are produced in roughly equal numbers 

between users and non-users. Non-users produce them to stop ongoing activities 

and to temporarily control and “access” the screen. Users, on the other hand, 

produce them while already implementing their proposed actions, consolidating 

their role and the affordances coming with it. These findings demonstrate that the 

local configuration in which participants find themselves has an impact on the 

unfolding of collaborative interaction. This phenomenon could be researched 

further by studying collaborative interaction in contexts where the roles of users 

and non-users are redefined, for example with online work on Google Drive or any 

technology allowing multiple users to remotely access and edit files simultaneously. 

Moreover, chapter 4 has also shown that adjunctive proposals are in their vast 

majority produced by users. It has been demonstrated that non-users have trouble 

identifying transitions within activities, unless they are vocalised by users, and thus 

they rarely produce adjunctive proposals. This ties in with previous research on 

action ascription (Levinson, 2012), and it explores this concept along with the role 

of on-screen actions in interaction. Moreover, these findings contribute to holistic 

approach of the study of the production of intelligible action in interaction 

advocated by Mondada (2016, 2019).  

Chapter 5 has studied the production of physical and digital pointing gestures 

in collaborative interaction at the computer. As it has been shown, the sequential 

unfolding following a pointing gesture is affected by the local configuration the 

participants find themselves in. In most of the data used for this dissertation, 

participants work on a single screen. Physical pointing gestures deployed in this 

context do not lead to visible modifications in addressee orientation. As a result, 

participants orient to the sequential relevance of their recipients’ second pair parts 

to evaluate whether a joint focus of attention has been established or not, in 

accordance with Hindmarsh and Heath (2000). Chapter 5 develops those findings 

and demonstrates that referrers do not only rely on talk in their assessments of a 

joint focus of attention, but also on on-screen actions. Moreover, it has been shown 

that these on-screen actions can be divided into two categories. In the first category, 

they represent concrete manipulations of the computer and they are elicited by the 

referrers’ directives. In the second one, the mouse cursor is simply moved towards 

the object of the pointing, but it is not used to manipulate the computer. 

Chapter 5 has also studied the production of intelligible actions along with 

digital pointing gestures, more precisely digital pointings and digital highlightings. 

It has demonstrated that users routinely deploy digital pointing gestures along with 

talk. These digital pointing gestures are produced along with social actions and 
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participate in their design. Digital pointing gestures are an integral part of 

collaborative interaction at the computer, yet they remain little-studied. Their 

design resembles that of physical pointing gestures, with a preparation, an apex, 

and a retraction, although the retraction is not as systematic, as sometimes the 

mouse can be temporarily abandoned in favour of another action, typing for 

example, leaving the mouse cursor on its target. In the data, referrers deploying a 

digital pointing gesture rely on the sequential relevance of the non-users’ second 

pair parts to assess the establishment of a joint focus of attention, similarly to what 

has been observed with physical pointing gestures. 

This dissertation engages with the body of knowledge studying referential 

practice at the computer whose aim is to design efficient computer-mediated 

solutions for remote communication. The findings of chapter 5 bring new insight 

into several aspects of the organisation of physical and digital pointing gestures at 

the computer. First, it sheds light on the importance of on-screen actions following 

physical pointing gestures in the assessment of a shared domain of scrutiny. Second, 

it puts forward the lack of visible modification in addressee orientation in specific 

local configurations, such as those composed of a single screen. It suggests that live 

eye-tracking equipment could offer a new resource for participants to rely on in 

interaction at the computer. And third, it explores the ways in which users employ 

the mouse cursor to produce meaningful and intelligible action in interaction. 

Chapter 5 also provides insight into how social actors interact with digital 

technologies when they deploy referential practices. Here the screen and its ecology 

are at the centre of the production of embodied and digital pointings. The first 

observation to be made is that the user/non-user dichotomy leads to unequal 

affordances for participants: digital pointings can only be achieved by users. This 

dissertation focuses on the deployment of digital pointings and not on the 

consequences of such uneven affordances (for example, do users use pointings 

more often?), however it puts forward an important question for future research. 

The second observation is that referential practices at the computer unfold in ways 

which are different from commonly observed ones. As it was explained, the local 

configuration participants find themselves in while working at the computer leads 

them to rely on the sequential relevance of the recipient’s second pair part following 

a pointing, whereas in the most common cases of pointings, a visible modification 

in the recipient’s embodied behaviour (such as turning the head or the upper part 

of the body) provides a tangible clue that the pointing has been noticed and is being 

investigated. Here it can be argued that digital technology removes a resource from 

participants and makes pointing and establishing a common focus of attention 
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potentially more difficult. Chapter 5 has offered a way to empower humans through 

digital technologies by suggesting the use of live eye-tracking systems to offer 

social actors a way to tangibly see where their co-participants are looking on the 

screen. Although this observation is made on data where participants are 

collaborating on a university project, it is safe to say that the same problem with 

referential practices would be observed in different kinds of professional or casual 

settings. Moreover, it would be beneficial to study similar settings with different 

types of screens (smartphones or TVs for example) to verify whether the same 

problems take place, and how participants adapt to them. 

Finally, Chapter 6 has studied episodes in which participants go from 

information-searching to typing. These episodes are organised in phases, that is to 

say steps necessarily following each other. Episodes start with the information-

searching phase, during which participants search for information on web pages. 

This phase is characterised by participants displaying heightened focus on the 

screen. When participants find information they deem potentially useful for their 

project, they produce includables, i.e. candidate answers read from the screen. 

Includable are designed as stand-alone turns, and they are followed by silence or 

by other includables. Moreover, when participants use includables as a part of 

proposals to move the collaboration towards typing, they become typables. When 

proposals are accepted, they lead to transitions to typing. Then, typing takes place. 

Two practices for typing-aloud have been studied. In the first one, the user vocalises 

the content of her typing as she is typing it. This puts the content of her typing under 

the co-participant’s scrutiny and it elicits his participation once she displays trouble 

in the middle of a typing segment. In the second practice studied, the user vocalises 

the end of typing segments in order to display typing completion points (Komter, 

2006). Those typing completion points are employed by the non-user to facilitate 

the user’s resumption of his dictation. Moreover, these findings must also be put in 

relation with the concept of interactional ‘project’ put forward by Levinson (2013). 

Participants organise and develop their project in a situated, step-by-step (or phase-

by-phase) manner, while following the guidelines of their work. Reading aloud and 

proposals are respectively understood as includables and typables both because of 

the sequential situatedness of these actions, and because of the sequential project 

both participants are taking part in. 

The analyses demonstrate how participants make use of digital technologies 

while interacting with each other to carry out their project. During the information-

searching phase, participants rely on embodied behaviour to display and notice that 

a search is ongoing. This is done by standing forward and looking more attentively 



188 

at the screen, or by moving the hand away from the mouse. Here the computer is 

used and integrated effortlessly by participants into their interaction to further their 

goals. Moreover, this chapter has added to the still scarce body of knowledge 

interested in studying the interweaving between talk and typing, and typing-in-

interaction. Through two cases of typing aloud, the analyses have demonstrated 

how participants organise their collaborative work while typing is ongoing. 

Overall, this dissertation has demonstrated that taking the next step in 

collaborative project-making at the computer revolves around a wide range of 

phenomena and practices left relatively untouched in CA and CSCW literature so 

far. The dichotomy between users and non-users has a clear impact on the 

participants’ interactional goals, yet few publications have studied it. Potential new 

research could be carried out in settings in which the roles of users and non-users 

are altered, for example in Google Drive and similar technology. This could yield 

fruitful results and further develop our knowledge on collaborative interaction and 

the negotiation of roles. Similarly, the local configuration in which participants find 

themselves shapes their interaction. This dissertation has demonstrated that it is the 

case for physical pointings deployed on a single screen, and based on these findings, 

it has pointed to the absence of visible addressee orientation as its source. Thus, 

these findings add to the existing body of knowledge on referential practices at the 

screen. Moreover, this dissertation demonstrates that the mouse cursor is a tool and 

resource routinely used by participants, speakers and recipients alike, in and for 

interaction. Further research could be carried out in different interactional settings, 

for example on digital pointing gestures in everyday life activities, or it could study 

different social actions produced along with them. Finally, the third analytical 

chapter has demonstrated that participants organise their work step-by-step, in 

episodes and phases unfolding from information-searching to typing. Studying 

different collaborative activities at the computer through the prism of episodes and 

activities could potentially yield fruitful results and deepen our understanding of 

those activities. All in all, the findings gathered throughout this dissertation all point 

to the interweaving of talk, embodied and on-screen actions in interaction. They 

illustrate the entanglement of technology and human everyday life taking place in 

the micro details of social interactions, show how participants interact with and 

around technology, and demonstrate that the betterment of digital technologies for 

the benefit of social actors requires particular attention to these micro details. 
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Appendix I. 

 

Symbols used in transcription of talk 
 

wo[rd                                  Onset of overlapping talk or action 

wo[3rd                                                   Numbers inside brackets index overlaps 

(0.8)                                    Silence in tenth of seconds 

(.)                                        Micropause, silence less than 0.2 seconds 

wor-                                    Cut off word 

hh                                       Outbreath 

.hh                                      Inbreath 

>word<                              Talk quicker in tempo than surrounding talk 

<word>                              Talk slower in tempo than surrounding talk 

WORD                              Talk louder than surrounding talk 

°word°                               Talk softer than surrounding talk 

wo::rd                                 Extension of a sound 

word.                                  Downwards intonation 

word?                                 Upwards intonation 

word,                                  Continuing intonation 

↑word                                 Shift to talk high in pitch 

↓word                                 Shift to talk low in pitch 

£word£                               Smiley voice 

((words))                            Transcriber’s comment 

haha                                    Laughter 

<VOX> word<VOX>        Voice quality (voice of another) 

() or (word)                         Uncertain or impossible to hear 

 

 

From Jefferson (2004) and Du Bois et al. (1993). 
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Appendix II. 

 

Symbols used in transcription of embodied conduct (from Mondada, 
2016) and movements of the mouse cursor on screen. 

 

 

* *        Gestures and descriptions of embodied actions are delimited between  

+ +         two identical symbols (one symbol per participant)  

∆ ∆         and are synchronized with corresponding stretches of talk.  

*--->      The action described continues across subsequent lines  

---->*     until the same symbol is reached.  

>>          The action described begins before the excerpt’s beginning.  

--->>       The action described continues after the excerpt’s end.  

.....           Action’s  preparation.  

----          Action’s apex is reached and maintained.  

,,,,,           Action’s retraction.  

 fig           The exact moment at which a screen shot has been taken  

 #              is indicated with a specific symbol showing its position within the                      

                 turn at talk. 
a  b             Superscripted letters refer to points  
b  c             marked by letters on screenshots accompanying transcripts.  
c  c             The superscripted letters surround stretches of talk taking place as  

                 the mouse cursor is being moved by the user. 
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