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a b s t r a c t

This study investigates beginnings of dyadic encounters between acquainted persons in a
‘semi-public’ space, namely, staff breakrooms of Finnish work communities. Drawing on
video data and using ethnomethodological conversation analysis as the method, we
examine the coordinated vocal-bodily exchanges that participants carry out under close
mutual monitoring as they establish co-presence and initiate interaction (through greet-
ings and registerings) while also engaging in other, situated, break-relevant activities as
part of an oriented-to, established routine of beginning, and being on, a break from work.
We show how participants skillfully manage their simultaneous involvements in these
activities, and how the specific vocal-bodily practices by which participants open their
encounters in the breakroom index their orientation to each other as ‘familiars’ and to
their encounters as highly routinized, recurring and ‘expected’ (rather than as ‘special’ or
‘not-everyday’) occurrences. Data are in Finnish with English translation.
© 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

In Finland, having two short ‘coffee breaks’ per day e in addition to a lunch break e is a long-standing statutory right of
employees in most workplaces, and employees often take them in breakrooms specifically designed for that purpose. In many
workplaces, thebreakroomalsorepresents an important site forcultivating social relationships, as itoffersavenue formembersof
thework community to engage in social interaction andactivities in amore informal settingwith their colleagues (cf. ‘fika’ culture
in Sweden and ‘tea breaks’ in Britain; see also Liberati et al., 2019, on the important role of the multidisciplinary staff room of a
hospital in supporting healthy relationships atwork). This study provides amicro-analytic glimpse of the practicalwork involved
in managing social relationships in an informal, and hitherto largely unexplored, setting at work by examining video-recorded,
everyday encounters between colleagues in breakrooms of differentwork communities in Finland.We focus specifically on early
moments of interactionwhen participants first encounter each other and initiate breaktime interaction and activities. Although
the setting is specific, the study provides insights into opening co-present encounters also on amore general level by examining
how acquainted persons come together in a semi-public space to which they have equal rights of access and use.

Goffman (1961) first made observations on the nature of co-present encounters, conceptualizing a distinction between
‘unfocused’ and ‘focused’ ones. According to Goffman (1961:7e8), while an unfocused encounter results simply from two or
more people happening to be in the same physical space without engaging in any overt form of interaction or joint activity, a
focused encounter, on the contrary, requires the parties to sustain, for a time, “a single focus of cognitive and visual attention”
(be it a conversation or some primarily embodied task). That is, physical co-presence does not yet imply social co-presence,
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which requires that parties to the encounter mutually ratify one another as proper interlocutors and work through a set of
practices constituting an opening to their encounter (Pillet-Shore, 2008:5).

There is a substantial amount of prior research on openings or beginnings of social encounters across several research
disciplines that concern themselves with understanding different aspects of human sociality, ranging from anthropology and
ethology to linguistics and sociology (see Pillet-Shore, 2018, for an overview). This is not surprising considering that openings,
to quote Pillet-Shore (2008:3), “house a dense universe of phenomena critical to sustaining everyday social life”. Prior work
has recognized, among other things, the critical role of interactional openings in building andmaintaining social relationships
(e.g. Baumeister and Leary, 1995; Goffman, 1971; Pillet-Shore, 2008, 2018). They are “maintenance rituals” (Goffman, 1971)
that, according to Schegloff (1986:113), do the important work of (re)constituting the relationship of the parties and ‘who
they are to one another’ on this present occasion. One important aspect of such categorization work between prospective
interlocutors during openings is their orientation to familiarity, or the degree of ‘(un)acquaintedness’ between them, which
has been noted to be consequential to the way in which encounters are opened and unfold (e.g. Schegloff, 1979, 2004; De
Stefani and Mondada, 2018; Pillet-Shore, 2008, 2012). As will be shown, participants’ orientation to ‘acquaintedness’ is
also highly relevant to how the early moments of encounters in the breakroom emerge.

In addition to, and interconnected with, the relational aspects of openings discussed above, some of the early (EM)CA-
informed work also revealed their highly organized and ritualistic character, exploring the systematic verbal and/or bodily-
visual practices of openings. For example, Schegloff's (e.g. 1968, 1979, 1986) studies on telephone conversations showed that
interlocutors do not simply ‘begin’ an interaction, but rather, go through an opening phase that is sequentially organized into
distinct, identifiable components including summons/answer, identification/recognition, greeting, and a ‘how-are-you’
sequence before moving on to a ‘reason for the call’ and further topical talk. From early on, attention has also been paid to
body behavior and the interconnectedness of talk, bodily conduct, and movement in space in human greeting rituals (e.g.
Firth, 1972; Kendon and Ferber, 1973; Duranti, 1992, 1997). For example, Kendon and Ferber (1973) focus exclusively on
bodily-visual properties of ‘greetings’ (broadly understood as the opening of an encounter) among English-speaking people in
the US, describing in some detail the gradual process of two people coming together in a public space. This entails different
phases from initial, mutual sighting and distant salutation to an approach and, finally, close salutation in close proximity with
a face-to-face orientation, verbal greetings, and possible body contact (e.g. handshakes, embraces).

Later studies have also examined how people initiate activities with co-present others in public spaces or various insti-
tutional settings and the consequences that participants’ body behavior, movement in space and their material surroundings
have on the ensuing interactions (e.g. Robinson, 1998; De Stefani and Mondada, 2018; Mondada, 2009; LeBaron and Jones,
2002; Lindstr€om et al., 2017; Mortensen and Hazel, 2014). For example, in a service encounter, ‘moving into interaction’
involves “awareness of particular bodies’ placement or trajectories within symbolically sedimented spatial structures in the
physical surround, such as offices, corridors and public spaces, and the territorial demarcations associated with them”, and
“the coordination of displays of noticing and gaze orientation, gait, the accountable manipulation of artefacts in the surround,
facial gestures, postural configurations and greeting sequences” (Mortensen and Hazel, 2014:56). Furthermore, prior studies
have noted how the concrete, physical and immediate environment is not only consequential for participants as a space in
which, and with which, they move and interact, but it may also serve as a resource for talk in itself, providing topics for
conversation and establishing common ground (Maynard and Zimmerman, 1984; Pillet-Shore, 2008, 2020; Hoey, 2018;
Keevallik, 2018). As will be shown, such talk plays a central role in openings of encounters in the staff breakroom.

Whereas much of prior research has examined openings in situations in which participants, during the moment of the
opening, orient to it as their primary (or sole) involvement, in this paper, we investigate openings in a context in which par-
ticipants begin not only interaction but also other relevant activities. In prior research, managing multiple concurrent and co-
relevant activities in various interactional contexts has been conceptualized as ‘multiactivity’ (Haddington et al., 2014). For
example, Raymond and Lerner (2014:234) make relevant observations on how participants distribute the management of co-
occurring, “dual involvements” among a range of vocal and embodied resources at their disposal with, for example, talk being
employed in one course of action and hands in another. Our study sheds new light on the organization of multiactivity by
examining it in the context of interactional openings in a specific setting. In our data, participants do not foreground the opening
of their encounter as their focal involvement but, rather, manage it through multiactivity, simultaneously initiating or main-
taining a personal project of ‘beginning/being on a break’ and an interactional project of engagingwith a co-present other. In other
words, we understand ‘beginnings’ as the coordinated vocal-bodily exchanges that participants carry out under close mutual
monitoring upon the arriving participant's entry to the facility, as they establish co-presence and initiate interaction (with
greetings and registerings) while also engaging in situated, break-relevant activities, tied to the specific space and material sur-
roundings, as part of the routine of beginning (and being on) a break from work. Our focus will be on the participants’ skillful
navigation between these simultaneous involvements. Further, we show how the specific vocal-bodily practices by which
participants open their encounters in the staff breakroom index their orientation to each other as ‘familiars’ and to their en-
counters as highly routinized, recurring and ‘expected’ (rather than as ‘special’ or ‘not-everyday’) occurrences.

2. Research materials and method

In this section, we provide a brief ethnographic description of the examined work communities and their break-taking
activities and discuss relevant aspects of the staff breakroom as a physical and social space before moving on to present
the data and the used research method.
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2.1. Break-taking in the communities

We examine openings of breaktime encounters in five different work communities in Finland from the fields of research and
higher education. The employees are knowledge experts with flexible working hours, and the nature of their work is mostly
independent but also involves various collaborative projects, meetings and other joint activities that bring them into regular
contact with each other also outside the breakroom. The majority are native Finns who speak Finnish, but other nationalities
and languages are also represented. The communities have a relatively stable membership so that most members know each
other and have oftenworked together for several years or even decades. The types of breaks in the communities appear as social
events with a strong sense of informality. The breaktimes are not institutionally fixed or monitored, but employees regularly
convene for breaks at certain, commonly known times of the day that have been established over time through common
practice. Further, participation on the common breaks varies among the employees: while some attend them on a regular basis,
others participate more occasionally, and some hardly ever. These different participation roles are associated with different
expectations that can manifest themselves, for example, during interactions in which participants explicitly topicalize the
unexpected absence of (a) colleague(s) from the breakroom (Helisten, 2021). Hence, the common breaks are specific types of
regular and repeated, routine events with a specific set of participants, who also encounter each othermore or less frequently in
other premises of the workplace (e.g. meeting rooms, offices, corridors, cafeterias) during their workday.

2.2. The staff breakroom as a setting

Despite different individual layouts and spatial arrangements, the breakrooms in the communities all have certain basic el-
ements in common. They have at least one open entrance from a corridor (with orwithout a door), and they house a seating area
with tables, chairsand (sometimes) sofas, andakitchenareawithappliances forpreparingandstoring food,ande importantly for
this study e with a coffee maker and a tea kettle, which feature prominently in the beginnings of break-time interaction and
activities inourdata. The seating area represents the locus for relaxationand social interactionwithcolleaguesbut also for solitary
activities such as eating and reading when no company is available/sought after. People also frequently pay shorter visits to the
facility, for example, to get coffee or to grab something from the fridge while on their way to somewhere else, or to have a quick
wordwith a colleague. In short, members of the examined communities visit the breakroom for various reasons and for variable
periods of time and, consequently, encounter each other in many different ways in this facility during their workday.

Furthermore, the staff breakroom differs from many other settings, domestic or institutional, in that there is no
‘ownership’ of the space and therefore no admission procedure through summons (e.g. ringing the doorbell or knocking at the
door) for entering: any member can freely enter the facility at any given time. This allows for both “intentional” and “acci-
dental” meetings (Schegloff, 2004) among participants from a known category (i.e. co-members of a work community). That
is, co-workers can, for example, set up an “intentional” meeting in the breakroom at a certain time by mutual agreement or
theymay run into each other in the facility by “accident” during theworkday. Moreover, because the breakroom as a setting is
‘semi-public’ e freely accessible but only for a specific set of people and only occasionally visited by outsiders e this means
that even a chance co-presence with another participant is, to a certain degree, intentional and not accidental (cf. Schegloff,
2004), as participants orient to certain, commonly known breaktimes when co-members can be expected to be there but often
without knowing for certain, which colleagues will be attending ‘this particular break’, when they may be arriving, or how
long they can stay. Hence, each break as a social event needs to be locally managed, and the participation framework and the
length of the break are still situated accomplishments (see Siitonen and Siromaa, 2021).

2.3. Data and method

Our data consist of 50 h of video-recorded, naturally-occurring interaction, collected during 2010e2019 in staff breakrooms
of fivework communities. Most of the data is in Finnish but there are also some English conversations. Usually, we had two or
more cameras filming the room fromopposite sides and/or a 360-camera placed at the center of the room, capturing the space
on all sides. In some recordings, we also used one or two separate audio recorders to ensure good voice quality for the data. The
data havebeen collected following the ethical guidelines and consent procedures as definedby the ethical advisory board of the
authors‘ home institution and by the national advisory board on research ethics. Before data collection, the research subjects
have given their written consent to being recorded and for the recorded materials to be used for research purposes and in
scientific publications. Their names and other personal information have been removed or anonymized in the transcripts.

In the staff breakroom, various configurations of participation are possible at the beginnings of, and during, breaks, and
these configurations are also constantly in flux. Participants come and go, and they can enter one at a time, or in pairs or
groups, and, upon entering, may or may not encounter already-present colleagues and ongoing conversations there. These
different configurations are likely to be consequential to how the encounters are initiated and how they unfold. Hence, for
consistency, we have decided to focus on one specific configuration of participants in this paper, namely, on instances of
“unilateral” entrances in which one participant has already arrived and engages in solitary breaktime activities as a “pre-
present” participant (Sacks, 1992), followed by a subsequent other participant whose arrival initiates the social encounter.
Further, we have only included cases inwhich interaction between the two participants continues beyond a minimal greeting
exchange, so that they orient to each other as prospective interlocutors in a ‘focused’ encounter. This resulted in a collection of
28 dyadic encounters in the breakroom.
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This study makes use of ethnomethodological conversation analysis (EMCA), which is a qualitative, inductive, and
empirical research approach that studies human activity and social interaction in real-life situations, as they unfold moment
bymoment, in various everyday and institutional settings. The approach makes it possible for researchers to examine, in real-
time, how participants themselves render their conduct meaningful and recognizable, among other things, through the
design, timing and sequential position of their actions (e.g. Sacks, 1992; Schegloff, 2007). The transcripts follow standard CA
conventions for talk (Jefferson, 2004) and also include details of participants’ relevant embodied conduct (based onMondada,
e.g. 2018) which is further illustrated with drawings.

3. Arriving to the staff breakroom and beginning breaktime interaction and activities

In the following, we provide a systematic, step-by-step analysis of the initial stages of beginning breaktime interaction and
other relevant activities in a dyadic encounter between an arriving and a pre-present participant. We will show that be-
ginnings in this context are shaped by participants’ orientation to each other as ‘familiars’ and to their encounter as ‘expected’,
but also to an established order of break-relevant activities upon arrival. Upon entering the facility, participants almost
without exception first head to the kitchen area and engage in various initial, manual tasks related to break-taking, such as
(most typically) making or getting coffee/tea, or preparing edibles, washing dishes, etc. Simply put, what we overwhelmingly
find people to do, when they enter the facility, is to 1) get coffee/tea, and 2) join their colleague(s) and sit down.1 Opening an
encounter with a pre-present party coincides already with the first phase, as participants are in a position to more or less
immediately perceive each other upon the other's arrival and, consequently, to acknowledge each other's presence.

As a result, opening the encounter is not the focal and only activity participants orient to during the moment of becoming
co-present, but rather, they divide their attention between acknowledging each other's presence and engaging in their
personal, break-relevant activities. Participants distribute the management of these co-occurring, ‘dual involvements’
(Raymond and Lerner, 2014) between different vocal and embodied resources at their disposal, thus also embodying the
relative importance they give to these involvements (Kendon and Ferber, 1973, reprinted in Kendon, 1990:179; see also
Goffman, 1963; Deppermann, 2014). In our data, while the body is involved in the personal project of, for example, getting
coffee/tea, the interactional project of becoming co-present is simultaneously managed by resources such as gaze, smile, and
voice. By so doing, participants treat both involvements as immediately and equally relevant.

3.1. Moving into physical and then social co-presence

As discussed earlier, the process of becoming co-present involves participants’ coordinated entry, first into physical, and
then social, co-presence (Goffman, 1971; Pillet-Shore, 2018). In our data, moving into physical co-presence starts as the
arriving participant walks into the breakroom through a doorway (the arrival often being ‘announced’ already by an audible
sound of approaching footsteps from the corridor), thus moving within range of mutual perceptibility (Pillet-Shore, 2018:216)
with the pre-present other, which allows for sighting between both parties to occur as an important pre-interactional step
(e.g. Kendon and Ferber, 1973). Depending on the spatial positioning and body orientation of the pre-present participant in
the room, mutual sighting can be almost instantaneous and synchronous as the arriver steps in, or it can be non-synchronous
and delayed, but in any case, both participants orient to the necessity of ratifying their co-presence socially at the earliest
opportunity. As shown by prior research, the most recurrent and explicit way to enter into social co-presence with another is
via a greeting (e.g. Pillet-Shore, 2008:112e113), though as will be seen later, this is by no means a necessary prerequisite for
accomplishing the opening of an encounter in the breakroom.

In the present study, greetings are understood as “discrete audible and visible (vocal, verbal/lexical, and embodied) actions
that participants deploy to publiclymark themomentwhen they ratify another's social copresence” (Pillet-Shore, 2018:2017).
These include prototypical, paired greeting utterances such as Hi, Hello, or (Good) morning and various embodied resources
such as smiles, head tosses/bows/nods, and eyebrow flashes that people regularly use to compose the greeting sequence in
early moments of encounters (see also Duranti, 1997). What is particularly important to understand about greetings is that
participants design them for particular recipients (e.g. Pillet-Shore, 2008). This is to say that the verbal, prosodic and embodied
delivery of a greeting exchange carries important information about, for example, the current state and character of the social
relationship between the parties involved, their degree of familiarity with each other and whether the present occasion “is a
first for these parties or involves a next encounter with a history to it” (Schegloff, 1986:113).

Further, almost without exception in our data, participants who are alone in the breakroom occupy themselves with some
form of solitary activity, such as preparing or eating consumables, washing dishes, reading newspapers, or browsing their
1 Based on video data as well as field observation, people very rarely come in and sit down together with their colleagues to socialize without first getting
their cup of coffee or tea (lunch breaks excluded). This appears to be the case even when no coffee or tea is being consumed: sometimes people simply fill
their cups with water or bring a water bottle with them, which they may or may not drink from during the break. It seems that the (ostensible) con-
sumption of a beverage is central to the ‘ritual’ of break-taking in the examined communities. It also provides an implicit, legitimate ‘reason for being there’
(i.e. physical recovery through nutrition intake) without, however, the need to state such a reason explicitly (cf. Schegloff, 1986, on providing a ‘reason for
the call’ in openings of telephone conversations).
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smartphones.2 This creates a situation in which, upon the arrival of another party to the scene, the pre-present party's
perceptual and cognitive attention is at least in part occupied by another involvement. Depending on the nature of the solitary
activity and the spatial positioning of the participants’ bodies in relation to each other, this has various consequences to how
the two parties accomplish co-presence and initiate interaction.

In example 1, moving from physical into social co-presence occurs immediately upon the arriving participant's entrance to
the breakroom. The pre-present party, Ossi, is sitting at the table, having lunch and browsing his smartphone, when a close
colleague of his, Toni, walks in. Both parties are physically positioned in the space in a way that allows them to immediately
andmutually perceive each other upon Toni's entry: Ossi is facing the doorway and lifts up his gaze towards Toni as soon as he
steps in (possibly having already heard approaching footsteps from the corridor), and Toni has direct visual access to Ossi,
possibly already before entering the room, as his gaze is already directed at Ossi when he appears in the doorway (line 1;
Fig. 1). The participants thus achieve a mutual and synchronous sighting immediately upon Toni's arrival.

Example 1.
The mutual gaze is followed by reciprocal greeting nods, initiated by Ossi slightly before Toni (line 1) and followed by very
subduedverbal greetings,withOssi barely audiblywhispering a ‘hello’ (line 2) andToni respondingwith a quiet counter-greeting
(line 3), producedwith a narrowpitch span. Already partly during this exchange, both participantswithdraw their gazes towards
their individual, embodied activities (Ossi to his lunch bowl and Toni to the table onwhich he is about to place his water bottle
before heading to the kitchen), thus visibly displaying closure of the greeting sequence. Such minimal and subdued acknowl-
edgement of social co-presence appears very different from the greetings at a birthday party (Kendon and Ferber, 1973) or from
openings of chance encounters between acquainted persons in a public space (De Stefani and Mondada, 2018) in which the
opening is emphasized in various vocal and embodied ways. In our data, the arriving and pre-present participants do not fore-
ground theopeningof theirencounterbut, rather,manage it ‘inpassing’, onlypartiallyorienting toeachother (e.g.withgaze, nods
and/or smiles)whilemaintaining their primary bodily orientations andmovement trajectories toward their other, ongoing tasks.

Further, even though the participants in example 1 are close colleagues and friends, they produce their greetings with what
Pillet-Shore (2008, 2012) calls “small” prosodic features, which display nomore than a neutral stance toward an encounter. Such
features can index both familiarity and a “taken-for-granted” stance toward the encounter, possibly due to the recency of, or
negligible amountof timeelapsed since, their last encounter (Pillet-Shore, 2008:173).3 “Large”prosodic qualities, on the contrary,
include features such as sound lengthening, audible smiling, increased volume, high onset pitch and a wide pitch span, which
display a positive stance toward encountering the addressed recipient. They index participants’ orientation to the encounter as
being ‘special,’ ‘novel’or ‘not-everyday’ (Pillet-Shore, 2008:173). Likewise, Duranti (1997:69)observeshow “immediate and short
greetings tend to index an ordinary encounter, whereas delayed and long greetings tend to index something special in the
occasion”. In ourdata, “large”greetings are rare,while the subduedgreetingswith “small”qualities represent avery typicaldesign

Fig. 1. Mutual gaze between Toni (left) and Ossi (right).
2 By doing these things, they are not merely passing time, but they are also publicly and accountably displaying for prospective arrivers their ongoing
involvement in some socially acceptable, break-relevant activity that legitimizes their presence there, thus also avoiding the appearance of “being utterly
disengaged” (Goffman, 1963:51). Furthermore, being occupied with these activities enables pre-present parties to choose their level of interactional
engagement with the arriving party: they can display their availability by abandoning (or backgrounding) their solitary activity in favor of engaging in
interaction with the arriver, or they can display unavailability through continued immersion in their ongoing activity (Goodwin, 1981; Szymanski, 1999).

3 Many greetings in our data appear to be very similar to what Pillet-Shore (2008:170e173) calls “familiar-cool” greetings, which often take place be-
tween close acquaintances (such as co-habiting roommates) who may run into each other several times a day within the confines of their residence.
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format of greetings between colleagues, regardless of their level of acquaintedness or the ‘closeness’ of their relationship. This is
perhapsnot surprising considering that encounters between colleagues in the breakroomarenot isolatedor rare occurrences but
often constitute encounters in a series of other everyday encounters in different spaces of the workplace between the same
participants,who are thus, in a sense, in a continuing state of incipient talk (Schegloff and Sacks,1973)with eachother. As a result,
encounters in the breakroom are frequently oriented to as ‘next’ encounters and greetings as ‘locally subsequent’ (Pillet-Shore,
2008) between participants who may have already greeted each other outside the confines of the breakroom.

The next example illustrates another encounter between close colleagues. Here, the participants are not positioned in a
direct face formation upon the other's entry, but the pre-present participant is nevertheless sitting close to the entrance and
in a position to peripherally perceive anyone entering the room. The pre-present Ulla has put the coffee on and is sitting on
the sofa, browsing her smartphone, when footsteps carry from the corridor (line 1) and Saija enters the room (line 2).

Example 2.

During the initial silence on line 2 when Saija enters through the doorway, we can see the almost immediate unfolding of
the mutual ratification of social co-presence: Saija first turns her gaze to Ulla with a faint smile, and Ulla in turn lifts up her
gaze from her phone and looks at Saija, returning a quick smile, as the participants’ eyes meet briefly (see Fig. 2 and close-ups
of the participants’ faces in the transcript). Thus, participants acknowledge each other's presence through mutual gaze and
small, embodied greetings with raised eyebrows and smiles (Firth,1972). During this silent greeting exchange, Saija continues
towalk past Ulla towards the kitchenette, and Ulla facilitates the passing bymoving her leg out of theway (line 2). After gazes
are withdrawn, Saija utters a very quiet verbal greeting helou/‘hello’ on line 3 while already facing the kitchenette. Here, as in
the majority of cases in our data, it is the arriving party (Saija) who first gazes at the pre-present party (Ulla) and, after
securing their gaze, initiates the greeting exchange. Moreover, and similarly to example 1, here the greetings are also minimal
and subdued without appearing to be uncourteous, which would seem to indicate that such nominal markers of acknowl-
edgement are enough to establish co-presence and rapport in a routinized meeting between close colleagues.
Fig. 2. Mutual gaze and smiles between Ulla (left) and Saija (right).
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The next example illustrates even more clearly how participants’ body position within the breakroom space during the
moment of becoming physically co-present can be consequential to the unfolding of the greeting sequence. There are two
participants: the arriving Katariina (Fig. 3a) and the pre-present Emma (Fig. 3b), who are close colleagues.When this segment
starts, Emma has already been in the breakroom by herself for a while. She is standing in front of a small table, making coffee,
with her back turned to the room and the entrance, when Katariina arrives.

Example 3.
Fig. 3. Katariina arrives (a) while Emma is making coffee (b).
As Katariina walks in through the doorway, she immediately directs her gaze towards Emma (line 1) and, while taking
further steps in, initiates a greeting sequence by uttering a high-pitched helou/‘hello’ (line 2). While prior research has

claimed that mutual gaze is a necessary pre-interactional step in openings (e.g. Kendon and Ferber, 1973; Mortensen and
Hazel, 2014), here, unlike in examples 1 and 2, the initiation of the greeting exchange is not preceded by mutual gaze,
because the pre-present party is not, at the moment, in a position to be able to perceive the arriving party, having her back
turned towards the entrance. Katariina therefore produces a ‘greeting-summons utterance’ (Pillet-Shore, 2008) on line 2,
which serves the dual function of drawing Emma's gaze and attention to her arrival, as well as greeting her. Emma does not
produce an immediate counter-greeting but first ‘torques’ (Schegloff, 1998) her upper body and head towards the arriver and
gazes towards her (line 3). After mutual gaze has been established, Emma produces a very subdued and quiet counter-
greeting on line 4 with helou/‘hello’, thus acknowledging Katariina's presence, while already beginning to withdraw her
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gaze and retract from her torqued posture, resuming her manual task of making the coffee. Emma's conduct can be accounted
for by the fact that, as observed by Pillet-Shore (2018:2017), participants tend to visibly hold off their greetings until they see
who it is that they are greeting, so that they are able to calibrate the greeting as appropriate for that particular recipient at that
particular time.

While it has been argued that participants display a preference for doing greetings together, in overlap (Pillet-Shore,
2008:133), in our data, simultaneous greetings are much less frequent, though greetings are usually delivered in close
proximity. As shown in the examples above, the sequential and temporal ordering of the greeting exchange, including ‘who
greets first’, depends largely on the spatial positioning and body orientation of the pre-present participant in the breakroom
space (e.g. whether facing the entrance or not), as well as on their current, other involvements (often reading, doing the
dishes, making coffee, etc.) during the moment when an arriving participant enters.

In example 1, mutual, immediate and (almost) simultaneous sighting and exchange of greetings was enabled by the pre-
present participant being positioned in front of the entrance with direct, visual access to anyone approaching the breakroom
from the corridor and, consequently, also happening to be the one to greet first e though only slightly before the arriving
party. In example 2, the pre-present participant was not facing the entrance but was positioned right next to it with at least
partial visual access through her peripheral vision to anyone stepping into the room, which allowed for mutual sighting and
greetings to occur almost immediately after the arriving party's entrance. However, in this case, as in most cases in our data, it
was the arriving party who initiated interaction. This may be plausibly explained by the fact that, while the pre-present party
is typically occupied with some ongoing, break-relevant task, the arriving party's perceptual and cognitive attentione not yet
being directed towards any competing activities e is in a more immediate state of readiness for interaction. They are also
usually in a more advantageous spatial position upon entering the facility (with a wide view of the room from the entrance),
which allows them to more immediately perceive, and acknowledge the co-presence of, any pre-present party in the room. A
recurrent pattern in our data for greetings, then, is as follows: ‘Arriving party gazes first e pre-present party gazes back;
arriving party greets first e pre-present party greets back’. However, in example 3, the pre-present participant was standing
at the opposite end of the room, and facing away, from the entrance, occupied withmaking coffee, which caused a situation in
which mutual gaze could not be secured before initiating interaction. This resulted in a different kind of sequential orga-
nization in which the arriving party gazes and greets first (with a ‘greeting-summons’ utterance), followed by the gaze and
then counter-greeting of the pre-present party.

We have also seen that participants who are closely acquainted can establish co-presence in the most minimal and
subdued way without treating it as problematic, thus treating their encounter as ordinary, expected and ‘subsequent’ (rather
than ‘first’), that is, as an everyday, repeated routine that requires no “fuss” (Goffman, 1963:102). It should also be noted that,
after greetings, participants in our data do not move to a ‘how-are-you’ sequence (cf. Schegloff, 1968, 1979) but, rather,
directly to topical talk, which is further evidence of their orientation to the ‘ordinariness’ of their encounter, that is, as ‘next’ in
a series of regular and repeated, and often very recent, encounters.4 In the next section, we will take a closer look at how
participants in a focused encounter in our data proceed after (possible) greetings.
3.2. Registering features of the environment

During the opening phase of interaction between pre-present and arriving participants, and after having mutually ratified
their social co-presence through embodied and (possibly) verbal greetings, the arriving party frequently produces an utterance
that targets something in the immediate, physical environment of the breakroom. Such utterances can take the form of
“registerings”, which Pillet-Shore (2018:223) defines as “the linguistic and embodied ways that participants call joint attention
to a selected publicly perceivable referent, audibly pointing so others shift their sensory attention to it”. This type of “setting
talk” is available to participants by virtue of their co-presence and co-access to the events and objects in their environment
(Maynard and Zimmerman, 1984:304). Making such features relevant for the ‘here-and-now’ in interaction potentially creates
a shared experience between interlocutors (Bergmann, 1990:215), thus “making the sensory social” (Pillet-Shore, 2020).5

In our data, these utterances are grounded in the local ecology of the breakroom, with its break-relevant activities, and
most typically concern edibles (food) or other mentionable objects on the table, or the coffee/tea and the current status of its
readiness to be consumed. As noted byWiggins (2001:445), food and eating practices arewidely recognized to be richly social
as well as biological phenomena, and commenting about food when it is present is a keyway participants “act” social (Mirivel
and Tracy, 2005:23). In practice, however, any feature of the setting may be turned into a mentionable, such as the number of
people in the room, various sensory stimuli of the physical environment (e.g. the temperature of the room) or the need to
4 We only have one case in our collection in which initial greetings are followed by a ‘how-are-you’ sequence, but exceptional circumstances may
contribute to its delivery: the addressed recipient of a ‘how-are-you’ inquiry had just been ill and was currently also extremely busy, and very close to,
finalizing his thesis. Such out-of-the-ordinary circumstances may have called for special displays of solidarity and social support from colleagues. Based on
preliminary observation, such inquiries are more common outside openings in our data, that is, after participants have moved past the initial stages of
opening and ‘settled in’ on a break together, in which case the ‘how-are-you's seem to be specifically designed to elicit topical talk in the form of tellings.
However, more systematic investigation is still needed on this.

5 In our data, setting talk appears to be relevant for the beginning of breaktime interaction and activities also in multiparty situations. We have observed,
for example, that two or more participants arriving to the facility together may be talking about work but, upon arrival, often switch to setting talk.
Moreover, an arriving party may join a group of pre-present participants involved in a conversation by initiating setting talk (e.g. is there any coffee left).
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adjust features of it (e.g. opening the curtains or clearing the table), or indeed the presence of research cameras. As will be
shown, in the staff breakroom, talk that references the setting serves to establish common ground between participants who,
through such talk, display themselves to be, and treat others as, legitimate members and co-participants in a joint activity of
their community. Below are examples from our data.

Example 4. ((continuation of Example 2))

After initial, minimal, and short greetings (see part 1 of the example in section Moving into physical and then social co-
presence), both Ulla and Saija withdraw to their individual tasks silently, Ulla by re-orienting to her phone and Saija by
walking towards the beverage station, off-loading her phone and coffee mug on the table and orienting towards the
coffee maker (line 6; Fig. 4a). She pivots back towards Ulla while producing a registering, ‘right. already brewing there’, on
line 7 (Fig. 4b), and thus renders the fact that coffee is brewing optionally relevant for ensuing interaction (Sacks, 1992;
Schegloff, 2007). The turn-initial jahas (‘right’) marks what she has just perceived as new information (Hakulinen et al.,
2004, x856).
Fig. 4. Saija orients towards coffee maker (a) and pivots back to Ulla (b). Ulla shifts gaze to Saija (c) and (as Saija moves to kitchen) back to her phone (d).
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However, Ulla is still occupied with reading her phone and does not immediately respond. During the ensuing silence,
Saija does not pursue a response further but orients away fromUlla, to her coffee cup and a pastry she brought with her (lines
7e8). On line 9, Ulla provides a delayed response by orienting towards Saija (Fig. 4c) and initiating repair with an open class
repair initiator (mit€a/‘what’), which indicates trouble on her part in terms of hearing or understanding something in the just-
prior turn but without explicitly locating the trouble source (Drew, 1997). Saija's response to the repair initiation on lines 11
and 14 shows her orientation to this ambiguity and to the possibility that her noticing may have been in some way unex-
pected (Drew, 1997). On line 11, she repeats her earlier registering but also re-designs it in a way that treats her earlier turn as
not necessarily having pursued any substantial response fromUlla (‘no I just noticed that it’s already brewing’) but as simply a
reaction to a just-noticed state of affairs. Ulla responds with a minimal, sequence-closing third (Schegloff, 2007) on line 13
(joo/‘yeah’), thus aligning with Saija by displaying that further talk about the coffee is not necessary. In overlap with Ulla,
however, Saija continues her turn by stating that she intended to make the coffee (line 14), thus retroactively providing a
reason for having produced her noticing in the first place (i.e. that she came to the breakroom with an intent to make the
coffee but, unexpectedly, found it already brewing). In addition, Saija's use of ellipsis and deixis in her turns (lines 7, 11 and
14), only implicitly referring to the coffee and the coffee maker, displays her orientation to these objects and their relevance
for joint activity as commonly known and understood.

During her utterances on lines 11 and 14, Saija moves to the kitchen and empties her cup to the sink, and Ulla re-orients to
her phone (lines 11e14; Fig. 4d). Thus, throughout the entire exchange, both participants keep carrying out their ongoing,
personal, break-relevant tasks, maintaining their primary bodily orientations to these involvements, while managing the
opening of their encounter through talk and only minimal and brief body orientations to each other. Right after the extract
ends, participants begin to gradually orient towards each other and eventually sit down, side-by-side, and engage in active
conversation (omitted from transcript).

In example 5, the concrete object that is made relevant during the initial stages of the opening of interaction is a box of
Mozartkugeln chocolates. The pre-present party, Sirkka, is sitting at the table absorbed in reading when the door behind her
opens and a close colleague of hers, Aila, enters (line 2; Fig. 5a). As Aila proceeds to walk to her right towards another door in
order to briefly visit a side room before joining Sirkka (Fig. 5b and c), she gazes at the chocolates on the table and initiates talk
about them (line 4).

Example 5.

01      ((sound of door handle turning))
02      +(1.2)     #+(1.0)   +¤#(1.3)         ¤(0.3)

ail  +opens door +steps in+walks to right-->
¤g to chocolates¤g withdrawn

#fig.5a     #fig.5b
03 AIL: °oh*hoh°.#

oh my.
sir      *g and head twd AIL-->

#fig.5c
04       mistä tänne on *ilmaantunu+ +tommosia, (0.2) +Mo:zartin [kuulia].

from where have these Mozartkugeln appeared here.
05 SIR:                                                          [en tiiä].

I don’t know.
sir               -->*retracts
ail                          -->+stops 

+opens door------+walks in-->
06       hyviä oli.+

they were good.
-->+disappears inside

07       (4.8) ((SIR continues to read))
08       +(2.0)

ail   +opens door, steps in, walks to left-->
09 AIL:  mää tykkäisin# niistä kauheesti muttah +(.) niisson 

I would like them so much but they’ve
#fig.5d

ail                                       -->+passes behind SIR-->

10       jotain päh+kinää *[sis]*ällä niin tuota hhh+ 
some types of nuts in them   so erm

ail          -->+continues walk to other side of table-->>
11 SIR:                   *[on]*.

yes (they have).
sir *....*g to AIL-->>

12       joo.
yeah.
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Fig. 5. Aila walks in (a), turns gaze towards chocolates (b), walks towards side-room door to right (c) and (after having visited side room) returns, heading
towards seat (d).
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As Aila enters the room, Sirkka does not at first display any verbal or embodied orientation towards the just-arriving
colleague but continues to read in silence. Upon stepping in through the door, Aila's gaze is immediately directed towards
the table and the box of chocolates on it (line 2; Fig. 5b). While sustaining her gaze to it for a brief while, she proceeds to walk
to her right, towards the door of a side room. After withdrawing her gaze from the chocolates towards the direction she is
walking, Aila initiates talk about what she has just perceived with an interrogatively formulated utterance (lines 3e4) that
creates strong expectations for a response in the next turn (Stivers and Rossano, 2010). The turn-initial “reaction token”
(Wilkinson and Kitzinger, 2006) ohhoh/‘oh my’ indexes a surprised and perhaps here also an appreciative stance toward the
discovered chocolates which are thus mobilized as a resource for opening interaction.

Almost immediately as Aila initiates her turn, Sirkka turns her head and gaze slightly towards Aila, thus physically
acknowledging her presence in a minimal way, even though Aila does not orient to Sirkka but continues her embodied
trajectory towards the other door on the left, thus making it impossible to establish mutual gaze at this point (line 3;
Fig. 5c). Before Aila reaches the end of her utterance, Sirkka responds to Aila's information request with a non-answer,
followed by a favorable assessment of the edibles (lines 5e6). Some silence follows as Aila disappears briefly into the
side room and Sirkka continues to read (line 7). As Aila returns to the breakroom (Fig. 5d), she continues to talk about the
chocolates, providing an account for not being able to taste them herself (lines 9e10), thus also treating Sirkka's prior
assessment as implicitly entailing an invitation for her to join in the tasting experience. While talking, she walks on to her
left (Fig. 5d), then passes Sirkka (line 9) and goes around the table (line 10) in order to take the seat opposite Sirkka. Upon
reaching the seat, she sits down and transitions into a telling about having tasted these candies in her childhood (omitted
from transcript).

Here, there are no verbal greetings and only very minimal, embodied ratification of co-presence on Sirkka's part before
interaction is initiated, but both participants treat this as unproblematic. In our data, while participants often exchange
minimal and subdued greetings, theymay also often bypass the greeting sequence entirely andmove directly into topical talk
(in 11 out of 28 instances). It is also noteworthy that throughout the whole transcribed segment of interaction between Aila
and Sirkka, there is no mutual gaze between them: on lines 10e11, as Aila walks past Sirkka and is about to move to the other
side of the table, Sirkka shifts her gaze towards Aila, who, however, returns the gaze only after reaching the opposite side of
the table and assuming a face engagement with her co-participant (omitted from transcript). In the breakroom, then,
greetings or even mutual gaze do not always appear to be necessary prerequisites for initiating interaction, which may be an
indication of participants’ orientation to an already-established state of co-presence, possibly due to a previous (and perhaps
rather recent) encounter with their co-participant.

As in the prior example, here, too, the initial stages of opening talk are grounded in the concrete, material environment of
the breakroom. Recurrently, such talk relates to various consumables on display e in the above case, to some edibles on the
table, which in this setting are habitually treated as food meant for common consumption. Unlike in domestic/residential
settings, a visit to the breakroom does not invoke the categories of ‘host’ and ‘guest’, with the associated registerings of
‘owned’ versus ‘unowned’ referents (cf. Pillet-Shore, 2008, 2018, 2020). Rather, the physical space of the breakroom with its
material objects is oriented to as ‘commonly owned’ and known by members using these facilities as part of their everyday
routines at work, and to which they have equal access, such as to the coffee brewing in the coffee maker or the chocolates
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placed on the table for everyone to share and enjoy together. In and through talk that references this setting, participants (re)
constitute their relationship at present (Schegloff, 1986:113) as not only work colleagues but also co-participants in a joint
break-taking activity. Incidentally, while registerings that target the ‘commonly owned’ breakroom space are recurrent in
openings, we find very few registerings of ‘owned’ referents (e.g. how a participant looks or smells or what they are wearing)
in our data.

Further, as previous examples have shown, it is typically the arriving participant who initiates interaction with (possible)
greetings and topical talk in our data (in 24 out of 28 instances). However, the following example illustrates a situation in
which some out-of-the-ordinary circumstances may result in the pre-present participant making the first move for inter-
action. The pre-present party, Meri, is having coffee and reading a magazine when rather quick footsteps can be heard
approaching from the corridor, and her colleague, Anita, walks into the breakroom.

Example 6.
As soon as Anita appears through the open entrance, her gaze is directed towards Meri. Soon after, the participants
mutually acknowledge each other as Meri torques her upper body and head and shifts her gaze towards the arriving Anita,
and Anita produces a short nod and a smile (line 1; Fig. 6a). This is followed by an exchange of verbal greetings, produced in
partial overlap on lines 2e3: it is the pre-present Meri who initiates her greeting a fraction before Anita and utters huomenta
(‘morning’), while Anita says helou (‘hello’) in a rather flat voice and fast tempo. Meri produces her greeting with a marked
prosody, by emphasizing the last syllable -ta of huomentawith a slight rising tone and with noticeable stress. At the end of the
verbal greeting exchange, Anita starts to shift her gaze fromMeri towards the coffee maker, and her facial expression changes
from a small smile to a slight frown (Fig. 6b). Almost immediately after e and in a visibly hurried manner eMeri provides an
apologetic account, ‘I'm afraid I just took the last of the coffee’ (line 4). During her utterance, she further torques her upper
body towards the coffee maker that is positioned behind her and shifts her gaze to it (Fig. 6c, changed camera angle). The pre-
present participant is thus able to anticipate the likely objective and trajectory of the arriving participant to get some coffee,
also citing that expectation.
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Fig. 6. Camera angle towards entrance of breakroom (a-b): Mutual gaze between Anita and Meri (a); Anita orients towards coffee maker (b). Camera angle
towards back of breakroom (c-d): Meri torques body and turns gaze towards coffee maker (c); both participants orient to personal activities (d).
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This example suggests that there is something out of the ordinary that warrants the first and consequently rather hurried
turn from a pre-present participant, who is seen to anticipate some trouble ahead. Anita responds to the announcement by
exempting Meri with ‘right, that's okay, I'll make somemore’ (lines 5e6) and proceeds to visibly do that while Meri returns to
her magazine, so that both participants orient fully to their personal activities (Fig. 6d). After some silence, Anita initiates
further talk to ask whether a specific colleague has already visited the facility, to which Meri responds affirmatively (lines
8e10). She then continues on line 11 with an utterance that, while continuing the current topic, also revisits the problematic
issue with the coffee by providing an implicit account for not leaving any coffee for Anita (‘I thought you too had been here
already’). This makes visible the participants’ orientation to the socially constructed time frame of the breaks: because there
are certain commonly known ‘breaktimes’, a participant can indeed arrive ‘late’ to one. A pre-present participant may thus
treat the arrival of a colleague also as ‘unexpected’, for example, due to the timing of their arrival, which, in the case above,
may alleviate the breach of conduct (i.e. taking the last of the coffee). What is more, the coffee that has been brewed is thus
treated as a shared consumable to which both have equal rights of access.

The sequence shows that the participants are mutually oriented to the break-taking activity and to what is included in it.
The routinized sequential order of actions may be liable to change when the circumstances in the breakroom are somehow
unexpected or there has been a breach of some oriented-to, underlying social norm related to break-taking, such as not
leaving any coffee for others, or arriving ‘late’ to a break.

4. Discussion and conclusions

In this paper, we have examined how, in the specific setting of the staff breakroom at work, acquainted persons come
together and begin breaktime interaction and activities in a semi-public space to which they have equal rights of access and
use. Focusing on dyadic encounters between a pre-present and arriving party, we have shown how opening an encounter is
shaped by relational aspects betweenparticipants aswell as by various contingencies related to the setting itself, that is, to the
staff breakroom as a physical and social space in which members engage in their common break-taking routines.

We have shown how beginning, or being on, a break may involve multiple relevancies for participants. They orient to an
established order of break-relevant activities that involves, upon arrival, an initial visit to the kitchen and the coffee maker/tea
kettle before joining pre-present colleagues, who themselves are also already engaged in their own, personal, break-relevant
activities (such as making coffee, eating, or reading). Consequently, in this setting participants do not usually foreground the
opening of their encounter but, rather, manage it ‘in passing’, through gaze, smiles, nods and talk, while still maintaining their
primary bodily orientations and movement trajectories toward their personal, break-relevant activities. Participants also
closely monitor and anticipate each other's actions in terms of their break-relevance, as shown, for example, in pre-present
participants’ anticipation of arriving participants’ action and movement trajectories, displayed by their facilitation of arriving
participants’ access to the kitchen (example 4) or pointing out of some trouble ahead (example 6).

The examined beginnings make salient the fact that encounters in the breakroom are not isolated events but part of a
series of other, everyday encounters in different spaces of the workplace (possibly) between the same participants. As co-
workers who routinely inhabit and share these spaces as part of their daily activities at the workplace, participants are
thus, in a sense, in a continuous state of readiness for encountering and interacting with each other. Further, as discussed,
break-taking in the examined communities has developed into a shared, common routine between members, who regularly
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convene in the facility at certain ‘breaktimes’ to socialize. As a result, participants treat their encounters in the breakroom as
expected and as ‘next encounters with a history to them’ (Schegloff, 1986:113): they are specific types of regular and repeated,
routine encounters with a specific set of participants, who, despite being (in most cases) closely acquainted with each other,
do not treat their encounters in the facility as ‘special’ or ‘not-everyday’ but, rather, adopt a ‘taken-for-granted’ stance (Pillet-
Shore, 2008:173) toward encountering each other, which requires no “fuss” (Goffman, 1963:102). In our data, this is shown,
among other things, by the subdued and minimal delivery of greetings (examples 1e3), or indeed by a complete lack of
greetings (example 5) which, however, is treated as unproblematic and does not seem to be connected to non-engagement
with a pre-present party. In this setting, foregoing greetings altogether andmoving directly to topical talk (in some cases even
before establishing mutual gaze) may rather be indicative of the participants’ treatment of each other as (possibly) ‘already
greeted’ and their interactional encounter as being already-in-progress, or connecting to, and continuing from, something
prior ewhether this be some specific, earlier topic of talk or simply a recent engagement with the co-participant outside the
confines of the breakroom.6

Furthermore, our study revealed a consistent pattern across the data, according to which the arriving party is typically the
one who makes the first move to initiate interaction e not because of any underlying normative or institutionally-relevant
order but simply because, upon entering the facility, they are usually in a more advantageous spatial position to first see
‘who is there’ and, unlike the pre-present party, have no competing involvements to occupy their attention, thus being more
immediately ready for engagement with co-present others. It is only under special circumstances that the pre-present party
makes the first move (in only 4 out of 28 cases in our collection), for example, because of the unexpectedness of a co-par-
ticipant's arrival and resulting ‘breach-of-norm’ negotiations (example 6).

Moreover, after (possible) greetings, the arriving participant frequently initiates setting talk by registering some concrete
aspect or feature of the immediate, material environment of the breakroom that is publicly available and accessible for both
parties. From a practical perspective, mobilizing such features as a starting point for interaction can serve as a convenient way
for participants to concurrently manage their dual involvements (Raymond and Lerner, 2014) of engaging in break-relevant,
manual activities and beginning interaction with a co-present colleague. Importantly, our data show that setting talk is a
constitutive part of break-taking as a social activity. Maynard and Zimmerman (1984:304e305) argue that topical talk that
displays prior, shared experience accomplishes intimacy in a relationship, whereas talk that references the setting tempo-
rarily displays and achieves anonymity in a relationship e regardless of the degree of acquaintedness between the parties e
by suspending the relevance of any common biographies andmomentarily trading a degree of intimacy for relational distance
(although in domestic settings, such talk can also exhibit a degree of intimacy). We argue that because the breakroom is not
only a physical space but, rather, a shared, common social space in which members regularly meet to interact and engage in
joint activities, setting talk that refers to its commonly owned and accessible objects and features creates a shared experience
of something that is oriented to as ‘our business’, so that a ‘we rationale’ emerges, that is, a “sense of the single thing that we
are doing together” (Goffman, 1961:18), in ‘this space’. By grounding their talk in this commonly owned and known space,
participants “establish a base” (Schegloff, 2004) for relevant, joint activities therein.
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Appendix

Conventions used for transcribing embodied conduct (based on Mondada, e.g. 2018).

References

Baumeister, Roy F., Leary, Mark R., 1995. The need to belong: desire for interpersonal attachments as a fundamental human motivation. Psychol. Bull. 117 (3),
497e529.

Bergmann, J€org R., 1990. On the local sensitivity of conversation. In: Markova, I., Foppa, K. (Eds.), The Dynamics of Dialogue. Harvester Wheatsheaf, New
York, pp. 201e226.

De Stefani, Elwys, Mondada, Lorenza, 2018. Encounters in public space: how acquainted versus unacquainted persons establish social and spatial ar-
rangements. Res. Lang. Soc. Interact. 51 (3), 248e270.

Deppermann, Arnulf, 2014. Multimodal participation in simultaneous joint projects: interpersonal and intrapersonal coordination in paramedic emergency
drills. In: Haddington, P., Keisanen, T., Mondada, L., Nevile, M. (Eds.), Multiactivity in Social Interaction: beyond Multitasking. John Benjamins,
Amsterdam, pp. 247e281.

Drew, Paul, 1997. ‘Open’ class repair initiators in response to sequential sources of troubles in conversation. J. Pragmat. 28, 69e101.
Duranti, Alessandro, 1992. Language and bodies in social space: Samoan ceremonial greetings. Am. Anthropol. 94 (3), 657e691.
Duranti, Alessandro, 1997. Universal and culture-specific properties of greetings. J. Linguist. Anthropol. 7 (1), 63e97.
Firth, Raymond, 1972. Verbal and bodily rituals of greeting and parting. In: La Fontaine, J.S. (Ed.), The Interpretation of Ritual. Essays in Honour of A. I.

Richards. Routledge, pp. 1e38.
Goffman, Erving, 1961. Encounters: Two Studies in the Sociology of Interaction. Bobbs-Merrill, Indianapolis.
Goffman, Erving, 1963. Behavior in Public Places: Notes on the Social Organization of Gatherings. Free Press, New York.
Goffman, Erving, 1971. Supportive interchanges. Chapter 3. In: Relations in Public: Microstudies of the Public Order. Harper & Row, New York, pp. 62e94.
Goodwin, Charles, 1981. Conversational Organization: Interaction between Speakers and Hearers. Academic Press, New York.
Haddington, Pentti, Keisanen, Tiina, Mondada, Lorenza, Nevile, Maurice (Eds.), 2014. Multiactivity in Social Interaction: beyond Multitasking. John Ben-

jamins, Amsterdam.
Hakulinen, Auli, Vilkuna, Maria, Korhonen, Riitta, Koivisto, Vesa, Heinonen, Tarja Riitta, Alho, Irja, 2004. Iso suomen Kielioppi [Comprehensive Grammar of

Finnish]. Finnish Literature Society, Helsinki, ISBN 978-952-5446-35-7. http://scripta.kotus.fi/viskURN. (Accessed 18 August 2021).
Helisten, Marika, 2021. Social accountability at work: Topicalizing and accounting for the absence of colleagues from the staff breakroom [Conference

presentation]. In: 17th International Pragmatics Conference, June 27eJuly 2, 2021, Winterthur, Switzerland (online).
Hoey, Elliott M., 2018. How speakers continue with talk after a lapse in conversation. Res. Lang. Soc. Interact. 51 (3), 329e346.
Jefferson, Gail, 2004. Glossary of transcript symbols with an introduction. In: Lerner, G.H. (Ed.), Conversation Analysis: Studies from the First Generation.

John Benjamins, Philadelphia, pp. 13e31.
Keevallik, Leelo, 2018. Sequence initiation or self-talk? Commenting on the surroundings while mucking out a sheep stable. Res. Lang. Soc. Interact. 51 (3),

313e328.
Kendon, Adam, 1990. A description of some human greetings. In: Kendon, A. (Ed.), Conducting Interaction: Patterns of Behavior in Focused Encounters.

Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, pp. 153e207.
Kendon, Adam, Ferber, Andrew, 1973. A description of some human greetings. In: Michael, R.P., Crook, J.H. (Eds.), Comparative Ecology and Behaviour of

Primates. Academic Press, London, pp. 591e668.
LeBaron, Curtis D., Jones, Stanley E., 2002. Closing up closings: showing the relevance of the social and material surround to the completion of an inter-

action. J. Commun. 52 (3), 542e565.
Liberati, Elisa G., Tarrant, Carolyn, Willars, Janet, Draycott, Tim, Winter, Cathy, Chew, Sarah, Dixon-Woods, Mary, 2019. How to be a very safe maternity unit:

an ethnographic study. Soc. Sci. Med. 223, 64e72.
Lindstr€om, Jan K., Norrby, Catrin, Wide, Camilla, Nilsson, Jenny, 2017. Intersubjectivity at the counter: artefacts and multimodal interaction in theatre box

office encounters. J. Pragmat. 108, 81e97.
Maynard, Douglas W., Zimmerman, Don H., 1984. Topical talk, ritual and the social organization of relationships. Soc. Psychol. Q. 47 (4), 301e316.
Mirivel, Julien C., Tracy, Karen, 2005. Premeeting talk: an organizationally crucial form of talk. Res. Lang. Soc. Interact. 38 (1), 1e34.
Mondada, Lorenza, 2009. Emergent focused interactions in public places: a systematic analysis of the multimodal achievement of a common interactional

space. J. Pragmat. 41, 1977e1997.
Mondada, Lorenza, 2018. Multiple temporalities of language and body in interaction: challenges for transcribing multimodality. Res. Lang. Soc. Interact. 51

(1), 85e106.
Mortensen, Kristian, Hazel, Spencer, 2014. Moving into interaction e social practices for initiating encounters at a help desk. J. Pragmat. 62, 46e67.
Pillet-Shore, Danielle, 2008. Coming Together: Creating and Maintaining Social Relationships through the Openings of Face-To-Face Interactions. PhD

dissertation. University of California, Los Angeles.
Pillet-Shore, Danielle, 2012. Displaying stance through prosodic recipient design. Res. Lang. Soc. Interact. 45 (4), 375e398.
Pillet-Shore, Danielle, 2018. How to begin. Res. Lang. Soc. Interact. 51 (3), 213e231.
Pillet-Shore, Danielle, 2020. When to make the sensory social: registering in copresent openings. Symbolic Interact. 44 (1), 10e39.
153

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref15
http://scripta.kotus.fi/viskURN
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref33


M. Helisten, M. Siromaa Journal of Pragmatics 193 (2022) 139e154
Raymond, Geoffrey, Lerner, Gene H., 2014. A body and its involvements: adjusting action for dual involvements. In: Haddington, P., Keisanen, T., Mondada, L.,
Nevile, M. (Eds.), Multiactivity in Social Interaction: beyond Multitasking. John Benjamins, Amsterdam, pp. 227e245.

Robinson, Jeffrey David, 1998. Getting down to business: talk, gaze and body orientation during openings of doctor-patient consultations. Hum. Commun.
Res. 25 (1), 97e123.

Sacks, Harvey, 1992. In: Jefferson, G. (Ed.), Lectures on Conversation, Volume II. Blackwell, Oxford.
Schegloff, Emanuel A., 1968. Sequencing in conversational openings. Am. Anthropol. 70 (6), 1075e1095.
Schegloff, Emanuel A., 1979. Identification and recognition in telephone conversation openings. In: Psathas, E. (Ed.), Everyday Language: Studies in

Ethnomethodology. Irvington Publishers, Inc., New York, pp. 24e78.
Schegloff, Emanuel A., 1986. The routine as achievement. Hum. Stud. 9, 111e151.
Schegloff, Emanuel A., 1998. Body torque. Soc. Res. 65 (3), 535e596.
Schegloff, Emanuel A., 2004. Answering the phone. In: Lerner, G.H. (Ed.), Conversation Analysis: Studies from the First Generation. John Benjamins,

Philadelphia, pp. 63e107.
Schegloff, Emanuel A., 2007. Sequence Organization in Interaction: A Primer in Conversation Analysis. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.
Schegloff, Emanuel A., Sacks, Harvey, 1973. Opening up closings. Semiotica 8 (4), 289e327.
Siitonen, Pauliina, Siromaa, Maarit, 2021. Accounting for leaving the break room: work obligations as a resource in transitions from one activity to another

at the workplace. J. Pragmat. 171, 178e199. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pragma.2020.09.032.
Stivers, Tanya, Rossano, Federico, 2010. Mobilizing response. Res. Lang. Soc. Interact. 43 (1), 3e31.
Szymanski, Margaret H., 1999. Re-engaging and dis-engaging talk in activity. Lang. Soc. 28, 1e23.
Wiggins, Sally, 2001. Construction and action in food evaluation. Conversational data. J. Lang. Soc. Psychol. 20 (4), 445e463.
Wilkinson, Sue, Kitzinger, Celia, 2006. Surprise as an interactional achievement: reaction tokens in conversation. Soc. Psychol. Q. 69 (2), 150e182.

Dr Marika Helisten's research interests concern multimodal social interaction as examined in real-life situations in people's everyday lives, including in-
teractions in domestic and workplace settings.

Dr Maarit Siromaa studies human interaction and cultural processes across diverse cultural contexts and configurations.
154

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref43
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pragma.2020.09.032
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref46
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref46
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-2166(22)00086-8/sref47

	‘Right, already brewing there’: Arriving to the staff breakroom and beginning interaction with a co-present colleague
	1. Introduction
	2. Research materials and method
	2.1. Break-taking in the communities
	2.2. The staff breakroom as a setting
	2.3. Data and method

	3. Arriving to the staff breakroom and beginning breaktime interaction and activities
	3.1. Moving into physical and then social co-presence
	3.2. Registering features of the environment

	4. Discussion and conclusions
	Funding
	Declaration of competing interest
	Acknowledgements
	References


