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a b s t r a c t

In critical radio-mediated communication, fixed expressions clarify and expedite interac-
tion and provide a shared vocabulary for lingua franca interlocutors. Sometimes,
communication via radio encounters trouble that needs to be clarified. This article ex-
amines interactional episodes following fixed other-initiations of self-repair “say again” in
radiotelephony, as part of patrolling exercises in military observer (MO) training. The
episodes occur between the repair initiation and the repair solution. Radiotelephony is
inherently dyadic, but the parties may consist of more than one person. During patrolling,
interaction via radio takes place within two overlapping participation frameworks. The
article focuses on practices of identifying and repairing trouble in the patrol vehicle. The
data come from multinational MO training, where English as lingua franca is the working
language. The analysis of talk and embodied actions, drawing on conversation analysis and
ethnomethodologically informed ethnography, shows that trainees use their local partic-
ipation framework as a resource to make sense of the trouble in situ. The article introduces
a novel set of language data and broadens our understanding of formulaic repair practices
and their uptake and handling repair within overlapping participation frameworks. The
findings can be utilised in developing training practices and in settings where radio serves
a pivotal role.
© 2022 The Author(s). Published by Elsevier B.V. This is an open access article under the CC

BY license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).
1. Introduction

Fixed expressions,1 such as “say again”, are a way to clarify and expedite interaction in radio-mediated interaction. They
also provide a shared vocabulary for interlocutors in lingua franca contexts (Johnson, 1999; Molt, 2006; Froholdt, 2016;
Bostr€om, 2021). Procedure words are designed to carry one fixed meaning, which for “say again” is ‘repeat your last turn’.
Sometimes, however, trouble arises, and communication needs to be clarified. This article studies other-initiated self-repairs
in military radio communication following the fixed expression “say again”. The paper focuses on interactional episodes that
take place between the repair initiation and the repair solution, within a local participation framework and outside of the
radio communication proper. Communication via radio creates limitations to turn-taking organisation (Arminen, 2016) and
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repair organisation, confining the range of options for resolving trouble. The lack of access to interactional and material
resources, such as gaze and embodied clues, up-to-date location, shared visual access, or timely production of repair solu-
tions, also influence maintaining intersubjectivity. At the same time, in cases where there are multiple people on one or both
ends of the connection, radio communication enables simultaneous participation frameworks, thus facilitating local nego-
tiation and sense making.

Repair is a central mechanism for clarifying troubles and maintaining intersubjectivity in conversation (Schegloff,
1992). It overrides whatever is due next, suspending the ongoing course of action, and removes obstacles from
the way of the sequentially appropriate next turn, thus enabling the continuation of interaction (Schegloff et al., 1977:
379e380; Bolden, 2018). This article brings a less studied form of resolving trouble, handling repair within two
overlapping participation frameworks, to focus, complementing the body of research on other-initiated repair (e.g.,
Schegloff et al., 1977; Egbert, 1997; Wong, 2000; Svennevig, 2008; Robinson and Kevoe-Feldman, 2010; Kendrick, 2015;
Dingemanse et al., 2016; Skedsmo, 2020; Bostr€om, 2021). The study examines interactional episodes following a pro-
cedure word “say again”, a fixed-form other-initiation of self-repair (OISR) in radio communication, as part of
patrolling exercises in Military Observer (MO) training. The institutional repair practice “say again” functions as a next
turn repair initiation (Schegloff et al., 1977) where the repair initiation and the repair solution e the subsequent self-
repair e occupy different turns (Schegloff, 1997). “Say again” foregrounds troubles of hearing over other types of
trouble. However, apart from the practice of locating the problematic part in long trouble-source turns, there is no
practice to further communicate what kind of trouble the recipient has e trouble of hearing, understanding, or accepting
(Schegloff et al., 1977; Schegloff, 1997; Jefferson, 1987; Drew, 1997; Kitzinger, 2013) e and the phrase is inevitably used
for all these purposes. The canonical and expected response to “say again” is a repeat of the preceding turn or some
element of it.

Radio communication is inherently dyadic, but the parties of the dyad may consist of more than one person (Fele, 2008;
Schegloff, 1995). Much of the interaction during MO patrolling exercises takes place in two overlapping participation
frameworks (Goffman, 1981; M.H. Goodwin, 1997; Goodwin and Goodwin, 2004), where one consists of co-located team
members in the patrol vehicle, and the other includes a remote interlocutor, the Net Control Station (NCS), operated by an
instructor or a staff member. Due to the half-duplex2 radio system and the rigid turn-taking organisation, typical means such
as interruptions, overlapping talk, or insert expansions (Schegloff, 2007) are not available in radiotelephony, which is why
“sense” in ambiguous situations is often not sought from the interaction partner; rather, troubles are identified and nego-
tiated in the trainees’ local participation framework.

The episodes this article examines take place during an ongoing repair sequence in between the typically adjacent repair
initiation and repair solution (Schegloff, 1997), postponing the latter. The position of the episodes is similar to insert ex-
pansions, as is their function of advancing the restoration of intersubjectivity (see Schegloff, 2007: xiv). The most prominent
difference is that the episodes take place within a different participation framework. The article sheds light on how the OISR
“say again” occasions episodes of identifying and repairing a trouble in a multiparty situation with overlapping participation
frameworks. In particular, the article illustrates how different forms of collaboration are made possible by the overlapping
participation frameworks, and how multiple parties in the vehicle participate in the identification of the trouble and its
proposed remedy, thus accomplishing sense making.

By examining how speakers create situated practices and coordinate actions together, negotiate and assignmeanings to an
institutional fixed expression, manage interactions in different participation frameworks, and collaborate in learning situa-
tions, this study contributes to pragmatic theories of how speakers produce and interpret language in different contexts, in
tool-mediated and sociotechnical working environments (C. Goodwin,1995; Heath and Luff, 1992) in particular. By examining
the unfolding of talk and interaction in independently operating trainee teams, the study offers a unique view of training
practices and introduces a novel context and set of language data, that is, multinational MO training, where English is used as
the working language and lingua franca (ELF). Video recordings from the patrolling vehicles provide access to the teams’
independent work, which has previously been inaccessible to the training community. The findings of the study are signif-
icant not only for grasping the specific features where training inevitably differentiates from work proper (Stokoe, 2013;
Stokoe et al., 2020) but also for evidencing the implications of the local participation framework as a resource in the training
environment.

In the following, Section 2 provides some essential background information and introduces the organisation of
repair and relevant aspects that position the phenomenon within the domains of training and radio
communication. Subsequently, Section 3 describes the data and methodology. The analysis in Section 4 focuses on
interactional episodes in the patrol vehicle after the formulaic OISR “say again”, examining practices participants use
for trouble-source identifying and repairing. The analysis shows what occurs in the vehicle during silence in radiotele-
phony, which is valuable because it has previously remained inaccessible to the NCS and the instructors. Section 5
discusses the training context and its impact on the uptake of the OISR, and the article ends with concluding remarks
in Section 6.
2 A half-duplex system provides communication in both directions, but only one direction at a time.
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2. Critical radio communication and the organisation of repair in the training context

Radiotelephony is the medium for communication in various critical, time-sensitive, and demanding sociotechnical
working environments where interaction happens (at least partially) over distance. Several studies have shown the pivotal
role radiotelephony has in the unfolding of (inter)action (Heath and Luff, 1992; Hutchins, 1995; C. Goodwin, 1996; Goodwin
and Goodwin, 1996; Nevile, 2004, 2007, 2009, 2013; Fele, 2008; Arminen et al., 2010; Mair et al., 2012; Wedelstaedt, 2020;
Bostr€om, 2021). In such contexts, clear, uniform, and precise language can enable successful coordination of actions (Ivarsson
and Åberg, 2020), maintain safety (Nevile, 2013; Bostr€om, 2021), and offer communicative tools in lingua franca settings
(Froholdt, 2016). In the context of interaction, Arminen et al. (2014) studied the temporal and sequential organisation of
radiotelephony in training contexts. The confirmatory form (Froholdt, 2016) and the use of scripted talk (D�zeverdanovi�c-
Pejovi�c, 2013) have also been the foci for research. Deviation from standard practices is the most common cause of mis-
understandings (Cardosi, 1993; Mohd, 2007), and several studies have shown that the more information a single radio
transmission contains, the higher the probability of error or misunderstanding (Cardosi, 1993; Prinzo and Morrow, 2002;
Mohd, 2007, Bostr€om, 2021). Prosodic and linguistic cues can be used to indicate nonunderstanding in the readback pro-
cedure (Auton et al., 2017). The collaborative aspects and the impact of the overlapping participation frameworks have largely
remained outside the scope of the studies (see, however Fele, 2008).

The trainee team forms an entity, a “with” (Goffman,1971), where several participants act as a collective or a party (Lerner,
1993, 2002; Koole, 2007) “by virtue of interaction-specific contingencies and conduct” (Schegloff, 1995: 33). The team
member overseeing the radio speaks on behalf of the team (cf. animator; Goffman, 1981). In technologically mediated set-
tings, participants’ perceptual access to phenomena can be asynchronous which can create challenges to maintaining
intersubjectivity. Participation frameworks (Goffman, 1981; M.H. Goodwin, 1997; Goodwin and Goodwin, 2004) can consist
of local and remote interlocutors who may not have symmetrical access to each other. Interlocutors use different resources to
move between participant frameworks (Rae, 2001), but in mediated and hybrid contexts these resources can be limited for
some or all participants. A distinction between different roles or positions, such as speakers, hearers (C. Goodwin, 1981),
listeners (Goffman,1981), overhearers, or ratified participants (Goffman,1981: 131) becomes relevant especially in the case of
multiparty interaction, when multiple participation frameworks are at play, or when all participants do not have the same
access to the interaction. Simultaneous engagement in multiple participation frameworks and shifting between two
frameworks can be effortless when all participants are co-located (M.H. Goodwin, 2021). However, more effort is required
when participants’ access to one another is asynchronous or technology mediated. Previous studies (Nevile, 2009; Mair et al.,
2012; Wedelstaedt, 2020) have shown that interlocutors involved in multiple participation frameworks, some (or all) of
which physically distributed, have different forms of attendance, involvement, and access to various ongoing activities. The
use of technologies to mediate interaction brings constraints and affordances to how local and remote members organise and
structure their participation (Hutchby, 2001, 2014; Oittinen, 2018, 2020). Furthermore, participants’ sense-making practices
are local and bound up by and connected to different situated activities (Mair et al., 2012). Physically co-present participants
coordinate actions with each other (Hutchins and Klausen, 1996; Nevile, 2008) and manage communications with remote
interlocutors (Fele, 2008). The current study focuses on collaborative practices co-located participants use to identify and
negotiate trouble while communicating with a distant interlocutor.

2.1. Practices of critical radio communication

Critical radio communication is pre-scripted and economical by nature. It has specific structural, lexical, and interactional
features that clarify, simplify, and organise spoken interaction over distance. It also has specific purposes. Radiotelephony is a
two-way radio system used in various organisations, such as the armed forces, police and fire dispatching systems, emergency
care, aviation, and seafaring. Radio communication also plays a central role in the work of MOs. Some elements, such as
procedure words and phonetic alphabet3 (Schmidt-Nielsen, 1987) are shared across organisations, but there is considerable
variation due to service-specific procedures and jargon. The fundamental principles are accuracy, brevity, and clarity, ach-
ieved through procedure words, rhythm, speed, volume, and pitch (Mills, 2016; Carley et al., 2005: 156). The use of pre-
scripted, standardised language minimises misunderstandings, especially when speakers use ELF. Procedure words and
phonetic alphabet keep the language uniform, helping in situations where audibility is poor, but they also keep the language
simple, offering interlocutors with varying language skills a shared vocabulary (Johnson, 1999; Froholdt, 2016; Bostr€om,
2021). Similar interaction practices are used in noisy or otherwise challenging co-present work environments, such as in
ship bridges (Bailey et al., 2006), paediatric trauma cares (El-Shafy et al., 2018), and hybrid surgical operation rooms (Ivarsson
and Åberg, 2020).

Radiotelephony follows specific, pre-scripted, interactional rules. Turn-taking follows a distinct normative procedure,
resembling other formal speech-exchange systemswhere turn allocation is based on a predesigned order (Arminen, 2016: xii;
Drew and Heritage, 1992: 25, Heritage, 2005). The rules become emphasised in MO training, a normative institutional setting,
where radio protocol is followed meticulously (for deviations from protocol, see Bostr€om, 2021). Institutional talk involves
orientation to institutionally relevant goals, constraints on relevant contributions, and specific features of interactional
3 A uniform pronunciation of letters and numbers later adopted by NATO (North Atlantic Treaty Organization) and thereafter other organisations.
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inference (Drew and Heritage,1992). The radio protocol characterises the flowof interaction, the design and contents of turns,
and their temporal progression. The temporal ordering of activities also differs radically from mundane interactions. Over-
lapping talk is technically impossible, and turn transitions are indicated verbally. Either party can initiate interaction, but the
type and timing of the turns each participant may produce are predetermined. Turn-taking organisation follows formal
systematics regarding turn design, lexical choices, and sequential organisation (Arminen, 2016: xii). It is supported by talk
that is rigidly organised into adjacency pairs (Schegloff and Sacks, 1973), with the expectation of a type-conforming second
pair part (Raymond, 2003). The recipient and the speaker are verbalised. To ensure correct hearing and understanding, a
readback procedure (Hutchins and Klausen, 1996; Froholdt, 2016; Auton et al., 2017; Bostr€om, 2020, 2021), where the
recipient repeats the contents of the message,4 is used. Pauses and gaps are well-tolerated in radiotelephony and sometimes
required for specific purposes, for example, using articulated breaks in long transmissions allowing the recipient time to take
notes.

The following excerpt illustrates the components and emblematic features of radiotelephony. The excerpt is a routine radio
message from a patrol team (CAR in the transcript), call sign November, to the NCS, call sign Hotel one, as the team passes a
waypoint during patrol (l. 1).

Radio messages canonically start by identifying the recipient and the sender (l. 1). Thereafter, they progress to the content
of the radio message, naming the waypoint “Victor four”, and end with “over”. The contents of radio messages are limited by
the context, therefore naming the waypoint suffices. The response also identifies the recipient and the sender (l. 3), followed
by the content, which here is the request to repeat the preceding turn by using the phrase “say again”, indicating that the
radiomessagewas received but the content remained unclear.5 The turn endswith a turn-closingmarker (TCM) “over”, which
solicits a response. The NCS's repair initiation prompts a repeat of the trouble source (l. 5). The response begins by again
identifying the sender and repeating the location. The NCS responds with a routine readback procedure (l.7), a format
allowing the speaker of the original turn to self-repair (Schegloff et al., 1977), should they notice anything problematic in the
readback. NCS ends the exchangewith a conversation-closingmarker (CCM) “out”, releasing the channel to other radio traffic.
Until “out”, the radio channel is considered occupied. The turns at the beginning of the exchange follow the basic structure,
but as the exchange progresses, the recipient is no longer identified at the beginning of the turn (e.g., l. 5). In the data, this is
common towards latter turns in multi-turn interaction: when the conversation progresses smoothly, some of the identifi-
cation formalities are often dropped. The excerpt shows that the emblematic attributes of the interaction are strict organi-
sation of the exchange, specialised vocabulary, and simple grammar.

2.2. The organisation of repair and “say again” in the training context

Conversational repair is used to locate and resolve troubles of perceiving, understanding, agreeing, or accepting (Schegloff
et al., 1977; Schegloff, 1997; Jefferson, 1987; Drew, 1997; Kitzinger, 2013). Repair is used to make sure “that the interaction
does not freeze in its place when trouble arises, that sufficient intersubjectivity is maintained or restored, and that the turn
and sequence and activity can progress to possible completion” (Schegloff, 2007: xiv). The significance of repair becomes
emphasised in the institutional and sociotechnical context of MO training, where the pre-scripted nature of interaction places
further demand on the progression of interaction and the relevant and appropriate next turn. Miscommunications and other
troubles-of-talk are not well tolerated in safety and time-critical domains, while at the same time noisy and complex working
environments cause difficulties for hearing or understanding. Arminen et al. (2010) have shown that repairs over radio are
tied to the organisation of the settings and more complex than repairs in mundane settings.

When exploring the organisation of repair, two dimensions become relevant: repair can be initiated by either the speaker
of the trouble source, that is, self, or the recipient, that is, other, and it can be carried out by producing the repair solution,
4 In this article, “to receive” is used in reference to the recipiency of radiotelephony procedure and “a message” in reference to radio-transmitted context.
5 NCS could not respond had they not received at least the beginning of the radio message.
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again, by self or other (Schegloff et al., 1977). With respect to this taxonomy, this article focuses on repair sequences initiated
by the recipient and repaired by the speaker of the trouble source, that is, on other initiations of self-repair (“say again”; OISR6)
and other-initiated self-repair (repair solution). Typically, in OISR the repair initiation and the repair solution take place in
adjacent turns, where the repair initiation is the FPP and the repair solution the relevant next, the SPP (Schegloff et al., 1977).
There are a variety of formats for OISR, ranging from “weak” to “strong” depending on how specifically they identify the
trouble source and type (Schegloff et al., 1977; Robinson and Kevoe-Feldman, 2010), such as open-class forms (Drew, 1997),
category specific interrogatives, repeats (Robinson and Kevoe-Feldman, 2010), and candidate understandings (Schegloff et al.,
1977). There is a general preference for the more specific (Schegloff et al., 1977; Schegloff, 2007; Svennevig, 2008). Another
general preference is to initially treat trouble sources as problems of hearing rather than understanding or acceptability,
allowing the repair initiator to figure out what was being said and offering the producer of the trouble-source turn a pos-
sibility to consider the comprehensibility and acceptability of the utterance and deal with the trouble accordingly and
without losing face (Svennevig, 2008: 347, see also Pomerantz, 1984; Mazeland and Zaman-Zadeh, 2004; Schegloff, 2007).

Repair sequences typically involve two primary participants, that is, the speaker of the trouble source and the recipient.
Research has shown that this applies also inmultiparty settings (Bolden, 2011, 2018; Egbert,1997). At times, additional people
may become involved in repair resolution (Greer, 2015; Bolden, 2018). Bolden (2011, 2018) has established that other initi-
ation of repair may be addressed to a third party, or a third party can provide a repair solution instead of or in addition to the
speaker of the trouble source. A third party can mediate or “broker” the talk, especially in situations where the interactional
competence of one of the participants is limited (Bolden, 2011). Furthermore, Åhlund and Aronsson (2015) have examined
multiparty aspects of repair work in classrooms and found that students at times work collectively and respond to the teacher
and to each other as a party and that instead of a dyad (one teacher, one student) other students are also involved in the
interaction surrounding the correction sequences.

Besides troubles of hearing or understanding, OISRs can generally be used to signal disalignment. According to Schegloff
(2007: 151), they “often serve as vehicles for the expression of disagreement, or for introducing its relevance.” OISRs are
requests for the speaker to return to “inspect their talk for what about it may have been problematic for the recipient”
(Kitzinger, 2013: 253), indicating that the problem is not always a trouble of hearing or understanding. OISRmakes it relevant
for the speaker of the trouble-source turn to take the next turn, thus offering an opportunity to adjust the trouble-source turn
“faced with incipient disagreement or rejection” (Schegloff, 2007: 103). In other words, repair can be initiated not only
because the recipient did not hear or understand what was said, but because they find the turn inapposite (Drew, 1997: 95).
These problems of acceptability include, but are not limited to, error correction (cf. Jefferson, 1974; Mazeland, 1987).

Further, McHoul's (1990) classroom studies have shown the prevalence of other- (i.e., teacher-) initiated corrections on
error-type troubles, maintaining however the preference for self-correction. Reflecting on McHoul's work, Macbeth (2004:
722) argues for differentiating other-correction and its initiations from the repair mechanism, seeing correction and repair
(and their initiations) as separate e or, as co-operating (Pomerantz, 1978) e organisations that do different work on the same
sequence. According to Macbeth (2004), it is not only the organisation of repair that is at play in classroom interactions, but
also the work producing IRE (initiation, reply, evaluation) sequences, and the two organisations take place separately but
concurrently. Hence, working towards maintaining a mutual understanding and eliciting a correct answer or correcting
informational errors are different goals but they are often accomplished within the same sequence.

The pedagogical (and instructional) context influences the interlocutors’ uptake of OISRs, as the analysis will show. In their
study on instructor interventions, Koskela and Palukka (2011) showed interventions to have two main functions: providing
direction and guidance to the trainee and correcting the trainee's actions. Practices such as corrective interventions (Koskela
and Palukka, 2011), corrective feedback (cf. the context of second language acquisition; Suzuki, 2004; Fagan, 2015), or eliciting
knowledge displays (Koshik, 2002) have been found to be employed in various learning environments. As Macbeth (2004:
729) phrases it: “correction sequences are one of the ways in which members display and recognize that instructing is going
on.” In the context of regulated radio-mediated interaction, differentiating repair from corrective responses is not always
possible.

In MO training, “say again” is the only OISR used in radio communication.7 The fixed expression is convergent with the
general tendency of treating all troubles primarily as problems of hearing or understanding (Svennevig, 2008), whether the
problematic part of the trouble source is identified or not. “Say again” is an open-class OISR that does not specifically identify
the nature of the trouble in the preceding turn (Drew, 1997: 71, 73), and the sequentially appropriate next turn is a repeat of
the trouble source, (see Excerpt 1). In longer turns, the problematic part can be narrowed down by identifying it. Such
identifiers can be, for example, “location”, “vehicle number”, “para alpha” (short for paragraph), or “all after”. The identifiers
mark the problem in the trouble-source turn, and the relevant response is a repeat of the identified part. Bostr€om (2021)
showed that repair is mainly initiated by using fixed phrases, and the typical repair solution is a full or partial repeat of
the trouble-source turn. Repair has been typically investigated in situations where the interlocutors are part of one partic-
ipation framework. In the current study, the interlocutors organise and manage repair in two overlapping participation
frameworks. The recipient of the OISR, that is, the speaker of the trouble-source turn, undertakes some preliminary action
6 In this article, the acronym OISR is used for the repair initiation (not the repair outcome).
7 Note that while “repeat” may be used in some domains (see, e.g., Bostr€om, 2021), in military its use is restricted to artillery (https://dokumen.tips/

documents/radiotelephone-procedures-for-the-conduct-of-artillery-w3jjjcomacp-acp-125.html).
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within a different participation framework before producing the repair solution. This action takes the place of the repair
solution, delaying it.
3. Data and method

3.1. The research materials and participants

The data for this study are video recordings collected on two MO courses in 2019 (Rautiainen et al., 2021). MOs are un-
armed soldiers who work in crisis areas and their training aims to provide skills and capabilities trainees will need in their
future work. MOs come from diverse linguistic and cultural backgrounds and ELF is an emblematic feature of their working
environment. Simulated exercises where teams of two or three trainees rehearse vehicle patrolling are one part of the
training. Radiotelephony is an integral part of patrolling, but it only covers a part of the exercise itself. Other central tasks
include driving, navigating, making observations, reporting, and keeping a patrol log. The trainees rehearse radio commu-
nication, including the specific vocabulary and phrases and clear and articulate talk, while simultaneously performing several
other tasks. Time constraint is a crucial factor in the training.

Radio connects the team to the NCS operated by an instructor. The NCS keeps track of the vehicles and the teams' actions
during patrolling. The teams report their location, progress, and actions to the NCS, including debriefings of their observa-
tions. The NCS, in turn, gives directives (e.g., to take a new route, drive to a new destination, or switch the radio channel),
notifications of changes in the situation (e.g., on how changing weather conditions affect routes and destination), or relays
other information to the teams. The connection is a lifeline between the team and the outside world. One team member
operates the radio, and the task is typically rotated during the day. Only the person with the microphone can transmit
messages, and the microphone needs to be held close to the mouth when speaking, but everyone in the vehicle can hear
incoming radio messages. The radio system used in the patrolling exercise consists of a multichannel, half-duplex radio
transmitter device mounted in the vehicle. The transmitter has a handheld microphone with a push-to-talk switch that is
used to switch from reception mode to transmit mode (see Szymanski et al., 2006). The range of the radios is limited, and
there may be interference from other transmitters, weather conditions, or other equipment, causing the connection or
audibility to occasionally be poor. The teams use the radio variably, and there are long periods when the radio is not used at
all.

Radio communication is mainly unproblematic; troubles arise only occasionally (26 occurrences during the total of 50
hours of recordings), and there are teams without any occurrences of OISR during their patrol. The scarceness of OISRs in-
dicates the efficiency of communication by radio and the limited scope of communicative actions mediated; the interlocutors
rarely encounter troubles that cannot be clarified by some other means, such as the readback procedure. Other ways of
handling trouble, such as the readback procedure, self-initiated self-repairs, or repair within the local participation frame-
work are, however, outside the scope of this study.

To understand the flow of interaction, it is important to understand who can speak and hear whom. Fig. 1 illustrates the
two prevalent participation frameworks in the training context.8
Talk in remote par�cipa�on framework   Talk in local par�cipa�on framework 

 A   C   A    C 

     B           B  

Fig. 1. Who can speak to and hear whom in the participation frameworks.

8 This study focuses on the trainee team and does not have access to NCS's working environment, which can also include a local framework.
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Talk between A (the team member operating the radio) and B (NCS) is potentially hearable to C (another team member),
but C cannot talk to B. When A talks to C and the radio is not activated, B cannot hear them.
3.2. The analytical process

The study draws on the principles of conversation analysis (Sacks, 1972; Sidnell and Stivers, 2013) and
ethnomethodologically informed ethnography (Maynard and Clayman, 1991; Randall et al., 2021) in examining MOs’
practices of producing and making sense of actions and creating shared understanding. Ethnographic observations
and field notes have provided unique adequacy of the setting and the participants (see Jenkings, 2018), but they have
also offered more specific contextual information about individual people, teams, and settings, which have also been
utilised in analysing the data. Video recordings allow the examination of the moment-by-moment unfolding
interaction in the trainee teams and the material nature of the situation (Heath et al., 2010; Streeck et al., 2011) and
together with ethnographic observations, give access to the real-world training and working practices (Watson, 1999) on
the course.

In order to find out how co-located team members work to identify and repair trouble after they receive an OISR from a
remote interlocutor, approximately 50 hours of video data9 from patrolling exercises including 10 different teams were
examined, focusing on parts of the exercise where the trainees operated independently without an instructor present. All
occurrences where trainee teams received a radio message containing “say again” from the NCS were gathered, resulting in a
collection of 26 cases. In the data, all OISRs from the NCSwere implemented using the procedureword “say again” (for varying
OISRs in radio communication, see Bostr€om, 2021). Half of the 26 repair initiations were responded to without considerable
delay. In the other half of the cases, an interactional episode that delayed the repair solution took place in the local partic-
ipation framework. The trainees’ talk and embodied actions were analysed to find out what happens in the vehicle, moment-
by-moment, during these episodes.

Talk is transcribed using Jeffersonian conventions (Jefferson, 2004; Hepburn and Bolden, 2017), and Mondadian
(Mondada, 2019) conventions are used to transcribe when embodied features need representation. Bold type is used for talk
over radio to separate it from talk within the vehicle. In addition to the transcripts, Laurierian (Laurier, 2013, 2019) comic strip
visualisations are used to further illustrate the events. Multimodal transcripts and visualisations are selective and focus on
features that are relevant to the ongoing action. All recorded participants have given their informed consent, allowing the
recordings to be used for research purposes. The participants are identified in the transcripts according to their seating order
in the vehicle, DRV (driver), FSP (front seat passenger), BSP (back seat passenger) and, in case there are two people in the back
seat, BSL (back seat left) and BSR (back seat right), as illustrated in Fig. 2.
Fig. 2. Seating arrangement in the vehicle.
‘Singular they’will be used as an epicene singular pronoun to de-emphasise the gender of the participants and tomaintain
anonymity. All personal data have been removed from the transcripts and the trainees' nationalities are not disclosed. The
teams’ call signs refer to vehicles and have been anonymised.
9 The total video corpus is approximately 170 hours.
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4. Interactional episodes in the organisation of producing the repair solution

In the following, three interactional episodes that take place in the local participation framework during interaction
with the remote interlocutor will be analysed in detail. The episodes occur in between the OISR and the repair solution.
They resemble insert expansions in the position they take (Schegloff, 2007: xiv) and the way they postpone the repair
solution.
10
FSP:
“Hote
turn

NCS:
 repair initiation: say again
sense-making episode–>

FSP:
 repair solution

NCS:
 acknowledgement
The function of the episodes is to solve some obscurity or unclarity regarding the repair initiation and advance the
restoration of intersubjectivity, which is another resemblance to insert expansions (see Schegloff, 2007). The most prominent
difference is that the episodes take place within a different participation framework. After the repair outcome, the pro-
gression is restored with a procedural acknowledgement. The analysis will show how the overlapping participation frame-
work impacts the repair sequence and the different roles and forms of participation that occur in the episodes, given the
unique setting of the overlapping frameworks presented in this specialised training context. The excerpts illustrate three
ways participants accomplish sense making: by 1) acknowledging and accounting for the trouble, 2) identifying the trouble
and the repair solution, and 3) resolving the problem. The analysis will also show how participants orient to “say again” and
produce the repair solution through local and practical actions, in situ (Firth, 1995, see also Heap, 1976). The excerpts
demonstrate participants’ practices of trouble identifying and repairing.

4.1. Acknowledging and accounting for trouble

The following excerpt presents an instance inwhich FSP, the teammember in charge of the radio, first acknowledges (their
uptake of) the trouble, and then gives an account for it. There are three trainees in the vehicle. Prior to the excerpt, NCS has
ordered the team to switch the radio to a different channel, which FSP has done. Interaction on a new radio channel is
canonically initiated with a radio check to make sure the reception is audible. FSP contacts NCS on the new channel but does
not use the canonical radio check procedure10 (l. 1e2). Moreover, the information content towards the end of the turn (l. 2) is
produced rather quickly and with decreasing volume. NCS responds by initiating repair: “say again” (l. 4). An interfering
transmission (l. 5) from someone co-located with NCS is hearable directly after the repair initiation, but the team members
recognise it as something that does not involve them and disregard it.
l one, this is Golf. Radio check, over."
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Fig. 3. FSP acknowledges the trouble-source turn.
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After the repair initiation, FSP makes a diagnosis of the trouble (l. 6e7), referring to the order they were given
previously. FSP does not explicitly choose a recipient for their turn or seek anyone's attention. FSP also turns their gaze
out the window, away from the other teammembers (Fig. 3.3). FSP's use of the agent “us” (l. 6) is, however, an indication of
collaborative action and involves the other team members. The other team members do not respond or turn their gaze to
FSP (Fig. 3.4), which suggests that they treat FSP's turn as self-talk (Keevallik, 2018). FSP's turn displays an interplay be-
tween frustration and disbelief: they give a short, incredulous laugh and shake their head (Fig. 3.2). The turn is
produced with a markedly irritated tone, stressing the verb “asked”. FSP's actions demonstrate that they treat the
problem as trouble of acceptability (Svennevig, 2008:337). More precisely, FSP's uptake of the repair initiation appears to
be that it is some type of corrective response that targets the reported action, switching the radio channel. The turn can
also be seen as an account to the other team members that FSP has done exactly as instructed. After a 1.8-second pause,
without contributions from the other teammembers, FSP finally produces the repair solution by reformulating the trouble-
source turn (l. 9e10), which NCS confirms (l. 12) somewhat unconventionally without a readback and after a 5.6-second
pause.

Excerpt 2 illustrates that repair initiation can be treated as targeting actions that may or may not include verbal
activities (Arminen et al., 2010; see also Goodwin, 1994, 2000; Nevile, 2004, 2007; Arminen and Auvinen, 2013). Even
though the domain of radio communication operates on talk, radio is used to communicate the teams' actions, such as
switching the radio channel, to NCS. Radio-mediated accounts and reports resemble reported speech that “can be used to
portray what a current speaker, or someone else, said on a former occasion” (Holt et al., 2007: 47). They can communicate
information the team has gathered as well as the team's activities. This property entails the uptake that in addition to
targeting the turn itself (e.g., trouble with hearing or understanding), an OISR can also target the information contents of a
turn (trouble with agreeing with or accepting the information). In other words, the OISR can either target (or be treated
as targeting) the turn itself, or the reported speech or activity communicated in the turn. Treating all troubles primarily as
troubles of hearing is designed to avoid the ambiguity. A repeat offers the speaker the possibility to self-repair without
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the risk of losing face, but it also offers the recipient the possibility to narrow down the location of the trouble or
formulate another OISR.

FSP's turn is hearable as inviting the rest of the team to take part in identifying the trouble and find ways to repair it. The
turn (l. 6e7) verbalises and marks a difficulty to understand why repair was initiated, makes FSP's frustration visible, and
does facework (Goffman, 1967) by accounting for their actions. Furthermore, the turn acknowledges the repair initiation
while still figuring out a response. The excerpt demonstrates how FSP makes an interpretation of what was problematic in
the trouble-source turn, instead of first attempting the least costly solution (Drew, 1997) of repeating the trouble-source
turn. The overlapping participation frameworks make it possible for FSP to articulate their frustration, which would not
be possible (or likely) in the framework including NCS, nor in face-to-face encounters. The episode creates a 6.8-second
delay, but as we can see, there is a 5.6-second pause before NCS's response (l. 11). The delay does not, thus, appear to
be prominent or disruptive.
4.2. Identifying the trouble and the repair solution

Radiotelephony enables everyone within hearing to follow the interaction. All co-located team members can hear what
takes place in the remote participation framework, but they are not able to speak to NCS. In the following excerpt, the team
members have competing interpretations of what exactly is problematic in the trouble-source turn. The team consists of two
trainees. Prior to the excerpt, the team has been stationary at a UN position 9e44 for a while and is now ready to continue
patrolling. FSP sends a radio message to NCS letting them know that the team is mobile (l. 1). After a 10.0-second gap (l. 2),
NCS responds with a repair initiation “last station say again” (l. 4), partly overlapped with interference (l. 3) that might
complicate the team's hearing. Based on the formulation, NCS did not hear or could not make sense of the team's callsign. The
reference to “last station” is ambiguous, which leads to two competing candidates for the trouble and, consequently, its
possible repair. FSP treats last station as a reference to the location and DRV treats it as a reference to the radio station,
meaning the team's callsign.
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Fig. 4. Identifying the trouble and the repair solution.
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After NCS's turn, there is a 1-second pause (l. 5). From there on, the interaction takes place between FSP and DRV and is not
available to NCS. DRV turns their gaze to FSP andmakes a reformulation of NCS repair initiation: “last station, say the same” (l. 6,
Fig. 4.2). DRV's reaction indicates that they treat the pause as something beingmissing (Nevile, 2007: 249). DRV's organisation of
the turne placing the “last station” first, in the positionwhere one would typically identify the sender (see Excerpt 1) in a radio
message e projects FSP's expected response to NCS. It also indicates that DRV treats the repair initiation as targeting the team's
callsign. After a 3.1-second pause, FSP looks at a map on their lap (l. 8, Fig. 4.3), indicating that they treat “last station” as having
something to do with the team's location. FSP initiates repair (l. 8) using an open-class repair initiator “what?” (Drew, 1997),
indicating some difficulty in DRV's turnwithout locating what or where the trouble is. Then FSP starts to formulate a candidate
repair solution to the radio message, “ni-from n-” (l. 8), their current location position 9e44, but breaks off.

As a response to FSP's repair initiation, DRV repeats “last station” (l. 9), partly overlapping with FSP's turn. FSP acknowledges
this by an emphatic “yeah” produced with a raised pitch, indicating that the part DRV repaired is not ambiguous, and makes
another attempt to formulate the location (l. 10). FSP's candidate repair solution shows that they treat NCS's repair initiation as
targeting the location. DRV starts to oppose (“no i-”) but breaks off (l. 12). After 0.7 seconds DRV restarts with a directive (l. 14),
telling FSP what to respond to NCS. In overlap with DRV's turn, FSP begins to respond to NCS (l. 15, Fig. 4.6). FSP repairs by
repeating the trouble-source turn and adding the location (l. 15e16), which NSC acknowledges with some trouble (l. 19, 23, 25).
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In this excerpt, the co-located participants assign different meanings to NCS's repair initiation and thus have competing in-
terpretationsof “last station”. Hence, theyalsohave competing suggestions forhowto repair it. FSPoversees the radioandbasedon
this role has the power to decide the repair solution. The abrupt termination of the episode (l. 15) shows FSP's orientation to the
ongoing interaction with NCS and the subsequent continuation of the patrol, but it also indicates arriving at a conclusion of the
trouble.

The pause at the beginning of Excerpt 3 (l. 5) evidences the significance of FSP's turn in Excerpt 2 as acknowledging NCS's
repair initiation, even though a precise understanding of the nature of the trouble or the means to resolve it had not yet been
formed. In Excerpt 3, FSP does not react to or acknowledge the repair initiation, which may cause DRV to initiate the episode.
Excerpt 3 focuses on identifying the problematic part in the trouble-source turn and finding a fitting repair solution. The
excerpt also shows an interesting, situation-specific feature of radio use in the training context; typical two-party repair
situations do not provide the opportunity for two people to offer competing accounts of the trouble or solutions for repairing
it. The episode totals 11.3 seconds, and when compared to, for example, the 10-second pause before NCS's response (l. 2), the
delay is not significant. The following excerpt presents an instance where the problem-solving episode causes a substantial
delay in the remote interaction.

4.3. Resolving the problem

In addition to identifying the problem or finding a fitting repair solution, local interactional episodes can focus on
problem solving. In the following excerpt, the team treats the repair initiation as corrective and targeting an action that the team
reported in their radio message (cf. Excerpt 2). Instead of identifying the trouble in the radio message and its possible repair
solution, the episode focuses on correcting the activity communicated in the radiomessage. In Excerpt 4, there are three trainees
in the vehicle, two of whom are sitting in the backseat. BSL operates the radio. Before the excerpt, the team stopped at a
previously unknown military base and made observations. They have filled in a situation report and are currently transmitting
the report to NCS via radio. The team has discussed whether they should have taken the grids (GPS coordinates) for the military
base, or if an approximate distance to the nearest waypoint would suffice; they have decided on the latter.11 They have also
discussed time pressure and speeding up, as they are running late on their patrol. At the beginning of the excerpt, BSL is
reporting paragraph Bravo (location).12 BSL reports that they crossed troops at a position that is located two hundred meters
from one of the team's waypoints, Victor three (l. 7). While BSL is sending the report, BSR and DRV are discussing a detour (l.
2e3, 5e6, 8e9).
11 The decision is unproblematic. The location can be (and often is) given as an approximate distance to the nearest waypoint.
12 The situation report includes five paragraphs marked with letters (A-E) some of which have sub-paragraphs marked with numbers. The report is used
to answer questions when, where, who, and what.
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Fig. 5. The team focuses on resolving the trouble.
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The teamwaits silently for NCS's response (l. 29, Fig. 5.1). After 16 seconds, NCS finally comes back with “say again” and
identifies the problem to paragraph Bravo, the location (l. 30). The long pause before the response is likely due to NCS
checking the report they just received and thus does not necessarily indicate a problem. BSL and BSR turn their gaze to-
wards the report and point at the paragraph (l. 30, Fig. 5.2). Instead of responding to NCS, BSL laughs (l. 31), marking the
repair initiation as somehow problematic (see Haakana, 2001, 2002), and points at the report form (l. 31, Fig. 5.3). BSL
continues by describing their interpretation of the problem (l. 31e32) referencing the problematic part of the trouble-
source turn “((NCS)) wants this one” (l. 30). With the laughter and the subsequent comment about what NCS wants, BSL
indicates the existence of a problem and uses the report as proof of its correct identification. BSL also attempts to alleviate
the trouble with an account of having already noticed the problem themselves (cf. Haakana, 2001: 195). The paragraph
targeted by the repair initiation contains information that the team already discussed as potentially troublesome. BSL
verbalises their diagnosis of the problem: “now this one is not very clear” (l. 31e32), indicating that the approximate
distance to the nearest waypoint may not have been precise enough. BSL's use of the adverb “again” (l. 32) appears to refer
to a prior discussionwith NCS, which would indicate having addressed the trouble, but such discussion has not taken place.
The only prior interactions regarding the location have occurred with the co-present team members, to which NCS has not
had access. BSL merges local perspectives from the two participation frameworks and assumes a common frame of
reference (see Arminen et al., 2010), relying on knowledge based on a participation framework inaccessible to NCS (see
Nevile, 2009). For BSL, the prior discussion appears to confirm that the information in their report was inadequate and that
they need the coordinates for the position (l. 34). Thus, BSL treats the repair initiation as targeting the team's action (or the
lack thereof; cf. Excerpt 2).

BSR suggests a remedy of action (Arminen and Auvinen, 2013), returning to the position (l. 36). DRV does not participate in
the problem solving but their gaze (l. 31, 34, 36) shows that they are monitoring BSL's and BSR's interaction. DRV takes part by
starting to turn the vehicle (l. 36 onwards, Fig. 5.6), indicating returning to the position. BSL objects mildly to BSR's suggestion
(l. 37) but does not oppose when DRV begins to move the vehicle. BSL's question about what they should report (l. 38), marks
accommodation to DRV's action. It is also the first reference to the halted communication with NCS. DRV responds with a
directive (l. 40), which is also DRV's only verbal recount of moving the vehicle. At the same time, DRV turns the vehicle
around. BSL does not react, which prompts BSR to alignwith DRV (l. 42). Since the vehicle is alreadymoving, BSL and BSR have
at least a preliminary understanding that DRV's actions relate to problem solving. The team does not debate returning to the
position despite the previously discussed time pressure. They appear to reach a consensus on BSL's uptake (l. 34), BSR's
proposal (l. 36), and DRV's turning of the vehicle (l. 36e40). None of them brings up the option of repeating the approximate
location or giving an account to NCS. BSL initiates further negotiation on the formulation of the radio message they should
send (l. 43), which further indicates having a shared understanding of what they are doing. BSR suggests “wait” (l. 44) first
quietly and then louder (l. 46), in overlap with BSL who repeats BSR's suggestion and offers another, “wait out”13 (l. 45). BSL
then repeats their candidate with declarative syntax and falling intonation (l. 47) and finally responds to NCS after more than
36 seconds with “wait out” (l. 52). The team then drives back to get the grids without letting NCS know what they are doing
and eventually returns to NCS after several minutes with the grids.

Excerpt 4 focuses primarily on resolving the (alleged) problem. The participants treat the OISR as corrective and resort to
finding ways to remedy the problem itself, instead of considering possible troubles in the radiomessage, or repair solutions to
it (cf. Excerpt 2). The excerpt also demonstrates that local and situated actions and occurrences are consequential for sense-
making and illustrates how resolving trouble may lead to extended delays or suspensions of the remote interaction. Time is a
crucial factor in the flow of interaction but also in the broader progression of action. It is a finite resource in the patrolling
exercise; each leg has a time limit, to which the trainee teams need to adhere. The team was orienting to time before
commencing the report, but when the priority shifted to problem solving, the time pressure was bypassed by a seemingly
more pressing action.

5. Local participation framework as a resource in training

The analyses have shown that “say again” can lead to interactional episodes that account for, identify or resolve trouble in
the training context. Radiotelephony does not tolerate adjustments or clarifications particularlywell, whichmay pose a threat
to maintaining intersubjectivity. At the same time, communication by radio enables interaction in overlapping participation
frameworks. When trouble arises, the local framework is used as a resource to identify the trouble and find the repair so-
lution. When the team receives an OISR, they can either treat it as trouble in hearing or understanding or as trouble of
acceptability, that is, being caused by missing or erroneous information or a faulty action reported in the radio message. The
first is the canonical uptake of “say again”, where the repair solution is a repeat of the trouble-source turn or some element of
it, whereas the latter can be treated as corrective, requiring adding to or correcting the information or the reported action. The
analysis showed that interactional episodes occur when the trainees treat the OISR as targeting trouble of acceptability, that
is, as a corrective response. In the analysed excerpts the trainees treat the repair initiation as (possibly) corrective, targeting
some error in their preceding turn or reported action. Since the repair initiation itself does not indicate the trouble type, part
of the repair work has to do with solving what it is that needs to be solved (cf. Åhlund and Aronsson, 2015: 79).
13 A longer delay in communication.
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Radiotelephony enables everyone within hearing to follow it; the interlocutors in the local framework can hear and
monitor interaction in the remote framework while it unfolds. The unique situation of radio-mediated interaction makes it
possible for one or more people to participate in steps such as identifying the trouble, determining whether the trouble
represents an error to correct, how to repair the trouble, and how to report the repair, without the other main interlocutor
(NCS) hearing. The local participation framework becomes a resource for making sense of the situation, the trouble, or the
repair solution, as well as finding the correct words or phrases (e.g., Excerpts 3 and 4; see also Åhlund and Aronsson, 2015).
Table 1
Participation frameworks and the interactional episode.
Table 1 illustrates that the interactional episode takes the position of the SPP in the repair sequence delaying it, but the
episode is not available for the NCS, because it occurs in the local participation framework. The episodes resemble insert
expansions in the position they take, and in that they expedite resolving the trouble, thereby restoring intersubjectivity (see
Schegloff, 2007: xiv). The episodes are essential in producing the repair solution, thus bringing the action to completion. They
“address matters which need to be dealt with to enable the doing of the base second part” and “project the doing of that
second pair part upon completion of the preliminary work” (Schegloff, 2007: 99). The episodes are, however, radically
different from insert expansions in that they do not always take the form of an adjacency pair, and that they occur within a
different participation framework. For the local framework, the episode is an insert, a local, off-radio discussion of identifying
trouble and finding a repair solution, whereas for the remote framework the implication is temporal, a delay in interaction.
Moderate delays are not treated as problematic in radio-mediated interaction, but Excerpt 4 illustrates that if prolonged,
delays disturb the flow of interaction. For NCS, it is impossible to tell the cause for the delay. The analysed excerpts indicate
that the longer the delay before response, the more likely it is that some problem solving is taking place. It is noteworthy, that
the NCS is often concurrently engaged in other activities (e.g., local sense making, interaction with other remote teams), and
may not be immediately aware of the duration of the delay.

The analysis shows how the trainees accomplish sensemaking locally and in practice. The trainees orient to the limitations
and affordances of radio communication, keeping communication efficient, and avoiding violation of the protocol. When
encountering trouble, such as locating the problematic part in the trouble-source turn, deciding what to do with the problem,
or figuring out how to formulate the radio message, the teams make sense of the trouble and find the repair solutionwith the
help of the local framework. Thus, the episodes also demonstrate that the trainees prioritise finding the repair solution and
resolving troubles over general progressivity.

The analysis also shows that the training context influences the trainees’ uptake of the OISR, demonstrating the presence
of evaluation. By way of their actions, the trainees show orientation to “say again” as involving correction and a certain
expectation of evaluation, as previous studies on OISRs as vehicles for correction have shown (Schegloff, 2007; see also
Kitzinger, 2013). The training context entails the expertenon-expert composition, where the non-experts, that is, the trainees,
can by default be held responsible for troubles besides those of hearing or understandinge if by no other but themselves. The
data substantiates that the trainees treat (coincidental) repair initiations as support for a presumption of error. The teamsmay
also avoid admitting shortcomings or asking for clarifications. For the trainees, what is at stake in the training does not
necessarily correspond with real-world encounters, which is why theymay focus more on their performance, rather than, for
example, safety (Stokoe, 2013: 166). The institutional context in which the trainees operate is not, however, disconnected
from the world. It consists of several layers of possibly relevant variables, such as the institutional agenda, the training, and
the participants' knowledge, gender, ethnicity, or social status (Arminen, 2016: 33). The context is produced by the partici-
pants and is, as such, local and transformable (Drew and Heritage 1992).

The data evidence that using the fixed-form repair initiator “say again” as a pedagogical tool, “a vehicle or instrument for
doing displays of doubt, non-alignment, disagreement, challenge, or rejection” (Schegloff, 1997: 505), will likely lead to
extending its meaning from “repeat the preceding turn”. If troubles of acceptability, corrective interventions, and situated
meanings building on the trainees' actions within their local participation framework are added to the possible meanings of
the procedure word, it makes the question “why that now?” (Schegloff and Sacks, 1973: 299) relevant with a possibly dis-
preferred consequence. The training context calls for diverse approaches to handle corrective practices and different types of
trouble in critical radio communication, especially those that stem from the training context itself. The radiotelephony
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procedure is not specifically designed for training use, and with clarity and brevity as its main functions, it does not
necessarily always correspond to training needs.

6. Conclusion

This article has examined interactional episodes following the fixed-formOISR “say again” as part of radiotelephony inMO
training. “Say again” is a procedureword with a literal meaning ‘repeat your last message’, and it expects as the canonical next
action a repeat of the preceding turn or some element of it. The study aimed to shed light on how interactional episodes are
occasioned by other-initiated repair with “say again” and how multiple parties in the vehicle participate in the identification
of the trouble and its proposed remedy. Furthermore, the study illustrates different forms of collaboration enabled by the
overlapping participation frameworks. The excerpts illustrated three ways participants accomplish sense making: by 1)
acknowledging and accounting for trouble, 2) identifying the trouble and the repair solution; and 3) resolving the problem.
The analysis showed that the episodes occur when the team's uptake of the OISR is something other than a trouble of hearing
or understanding. The analysis also indicated that trainees use the local participation framework as a resource, and orient to
making sense of the problem and finding a repair solution at the cost of delaying the interaction. Radiotelephony tolerates
gaps and pauses, but long delays disturb the flow of interaction. Using the fixed phrase as a pedagogical tool causes it to lose
its singular, fixed meaning, leading increasingly to problem solving and trouble identifying in trainee teams even when the
only trouble is a poor connection. In the light of the radiotelephony procedure and its interactional features that aim to clarify,
simplify, and organise spoken interaction, it appears communication is more complicated and intricately organised, especially
in a training context. Nonetheless, the infrequency of OISRs indicates that radiotelephony is, in general, rather clear and
simple. Diverse approaches designed specifically for training purposes and to handle training-specific problems andmistakes
are called for.

MO training makes it possible to study naturally occurring and recurring interaction situations from various team com-
positions. Examination of an infrequent phenomenon in a particular institutional context may not result in generalisable
outcomes but it does offer a window to the participants’ collaborative practices, as well as their process of becoming a
competent member of a community and learning how to operate in a new environment. It also provides unique and
important opportunities for understanding how learning is an interactional achievement in this training context. Break-
downs, that is, disruptions in the typical trajectories of actions, can also reveal the nature of the surrounding world and force
individuals to consider and reflect on their practices (see Koschmann et al., 1998).

This study contributes to existing research on institutional interaction and repair practices, specifically OISR, by exploring
an under-examined context of handling repair within two overlapping participation frameworks. Moreover, the study has
examined how speakers produce and interpret language in different contexts, create situated practices, and coordinate ac-
tions together, particularly in mediated environments. The study also evidences that institutional constraints and the use of
technology do not dramatically change human interactional practices, but depend on and, at best, support them (Mair et al.,
2012, see also Garfinkel, 1986; Heath and Luff, 1992). By examining the unfolding of interaction in independently operating
trainee teams, the study has offered a novel view of training situations, and contributes to the discussion on training practices,
especially in simulated and practice-based learning environments. The findings can be used to developMO training and other
training where collaborative work is pivotal. The study makes a further contribution to the study of radio-mediated
communication practices that are prevalent in many urgent and critical contexts and situations, especially where in-
terlocutors have varying language skills or use ELF. The results of this study are limited to training contexts, therefore, further
research on radio-mediated interaction and radio communication practices inworking contexts where radio has a pivotal role
is called for. Radio is an essential medium of communication for many critical workers, who could benefit from research-
based knowledge.
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