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Searching historical recordings: Towards a diachronic analysis of social 
interaction 
 
Dr Elisabeth Reber, Dr Nadine Proske 
 
Despite the pioneering work on action formation in journalistic questioning in press conferences at 
the White House during the post-war period between 1953 and 2000 (e.g., Clayman / Heritage 
2002, Clayman et al. 2006), the study of historical recordings from an interactional perspective has 
only recently found an increased interest (cf. Couper-Kuhlen 2021, Reber 2021). Nevertheless, 
questions of how interactional resources, practices, actions, and activities may evolve in a shared 
enterprise in “communities of practice” (Lave / Wenger 1991) over time have remained largely 
under-researched to date.  
 
In this panel, we invite contributions which address the diachronic study of social interaction from 
various angles. Possible topics may include, but are not limited to:  
1. Suitable datasets, data collection and constitution. Change in social interaction has been mainly 

investigated in English institutional media settings. What datasets are available across linguistic 
and social contexts and lend themselves to a diachronic analysis? How can we collect and 
constitute new data to build historical corpora? 

• Methodological implications. The diachronic study of social interaction requires an adapted 
methodological toolkit to depict processes of change over time, involving, e.g., quantification, 
and larger corpora. What methodological steps should be considered in diachronic study?  

• Analytic case studies. So far, past studies have focussed on processes of change, most notably 
grammaticalization, in synchronic datasets (e.g., Mulder / Thompson 2008). How does the 
study of historical data broaden our understanding in terms of qualitative and quantitative 
changes, ranging from the micro level to more global levels of linguistic and interactional 
structures? What language-specific and / or universal findings can be made, contributing to our 
theoretical understanding of historical processes of change in social interaction? 
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Advancing Preference Organization Research: Studies of the Timing and 
Design of Social Action 
 
Associate Professor Danielle Pillet-Shore, Professor Michael Haugh 
 
Over 45 years of conversation analytic research on “preference organization” cumulatively suggests that 
human interaction is systematically biased to favor actions that promote social affiliation at the expense of 
conflict (Heritage 1984; Pillet-Shore 2017; Schegloff 2007; Schegloff, Jefferson & Sacks 1977). Investigating 
recorded episodes of naturally occurring social interaction to elucidate how people time and design their 
actions to either support or undermine social solidarity, this line of work examines public forms of conduct 
that are highly generalized and institutionalized (not the private preferences of individuals). 
 
Extant literature features many investigations of sequence-responding actions, including classic works (e.g., 
Pomerantz 1978; Sacks 1987), and more recent qualitative and quantitative studies examining answer-
timing (e.g., Kendrick & Torreira 2015, Robinson 2020). Though most studies of preference investigate 
responses to initiating actions, recent work focuses upon polar question design (e.g., Heritage & Raymond 
2021). Indeed, there is a growing body of CA work uncovering the preference organization of sequence-
initiating actions, which demonstrates how first pair parts can be designed as relatively “preferred” 
(performed simply, straightforwardly, and without delay) or “dispreferred” (delayed or withheld, 
qualified/mitigated, and/or accounted for), including studies by Schegloff, Jefferson & Sacks (1977), 
Robinson & Bolden (2010), and Pillet-Shore (2010; 2011; 2012a; 2012b, 2015, 2016, 2021). To build upon 
this work and advance our understanding of the multifaceted dimensions of preference, this panel invites 
contributions that consider issues including:  
 
1. the timing and design of sequence-initiating, and/or sequence-responding actions; 

 interactional events that involve multiple preferences;  
 how the specific activity in which participants are engaged reflexively relates to the timing and 

design of their actions;  
 how the same action is performed/interpreted across (particular) contexts or languages (Pomerantz 

& Heritage 2013); 
 how the study of preference advances our understanding of social solidarity and 

relationships/relating; 
 the role of quantitative methods in studies of preference. 
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Analyzing Interaction in Institutional Settings: Celebrating 30 years of 
Drew & Heritage’s Talk at Work 
 
Associate Professor Danielle Pillet-Shore 
 
Paul Drew and John Heritage published Talk at work: Interaction in institutional settings in 1992, furnishing 
the field of conversation analysis with the first collection of its kind. A culmination of many years’ effort, this 
edited volume provides a substantial set of empirical studies examining interactions between professionals 
and laypersons/clients in a variety of “settings” (including news interviews, courtroom proceedings, 
healthcare encounters, and emergency service calls). Arguably one of this volume’s most important and 
lasting contributions is its demonstration that—and how—social institutions are “talked into being” 
(Heritage 1984:237). “Context,” including participants’ most salient and observably oriented-to social 
identities, is the “project and product of the participants’ own actions” (Heritage & Clayman 2010:20-22). 
Serving as a corrective to the traditional view (which had treated social context as independent, inert, and 
exogenous to participants’ actions), Talk at work revolutionized our understanding of the reflexive 
relationship between action and context (Garfinkel 1967), providing several exemplifications of how 
interactional participants (re-)create and actively achieve their encounters as instantiations of specific social 
institutions. 
 
To mark the occasion of Talk at work’s 30th  anniversary, this panel invites original, empirical contributions 
offering new findings that complement, extend and/or refine our understandings of how interaction 
constitutes social institutions. It welcomes research that investigates how people co-create specific 
institutions, and enact institution-relevant identities, through their talk and embodied conduct. This panel 
aims to address considerations such as: 
 
1. What institutional “fingerprints” (Heritage & Greatbatch 1991:95-6) can be detected via examination of 

various analytic dimensions, including: turn-taking organization, overall structural organization, 
sequence organization, turn design, lexical choice, and/or social epistemology? 
 How do interactional asymmetries between the organizational perspective regarding the client as a 

“routine case,” and the client’s perspective as an individual for whom her/his case is “unique and 
personal,” become manifest (Drew & Heritage 1992:51)? 

 What is the relationship between interactions that are work- or task-oriented and ‘non-
conversational’ and those that occur between persons who engage in mundane conversation while 
“they happen to be working” (Drew & Heritage 1992:59)? 

 How do participants multimodally display their orientations to, and thereby constitute, the 
institutionality of their encounter?  
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Perception in interaction  
 
Associate Professor Brian Due 
 

 Due The majority of research into perception is conducted within a neurobiological paradigm, focusing on 
the different sensory systems, the motor functions and the relation to cognition, e.g. focusing on 
multisensory integration in the brain. The mind-body distinction is still evident in this line of research 
despite half a century of critique: Wittgenstein (1953) showing the language problems with perceiving, e.g. , 
what it means to “see” and Gurwitsch (1966) showing the problem of perceptually recognising order. Later, 
Gibson (1979) problematised the whole idea of perception as pure cognition and instead tied it to concrete 
situations, a move elaborated on in anthropology (Ingold, 2000). In this panel, we relate specifically to the 
ways Garfinkel revisited and purposefully “misread” (Eisenmann & Lynch, 2021) previous descriptions of the 
subject with the intent of grounding what Coulter and Parson called the praxeology of perception (1990). A 
few EMCA studies have studied perception as both action and an interactionally configured phenomenon, 
especially Goodwin (2007), Nishizaka (2000) and, to some extent, the line in discourse psychology that 
generally opposes cognitivism (Edwards & Potter, 2005). The objective of this panel is to bring together 
researchers studying perception as both practical action and as embedded within interactional contexts. 
The goal is to further the discussion and developments of perception as a non-cognitive phenomenon and 
to shed light on the variety of settings in which perception as action and interaction occurs. Two larger 
issues remain to be studied further: First, research has predominantly focused on perception as visual 
perception and thus related to the visual sensation. However, perception might also be based on other 
senses (Cekaite, 2020). This panel seeks to explore how perception is also based on other sensors and thus 
seek to connect more thoroughly with the line of research that studies multisensoriality (Mondada, 2021) 
with perception. Second, research has focused on perception as related to joint (visual) attention between 
humans. However, other non-human agents might also sense and produce information that can be 
integrated into situated contextual configurations (Due, 2021). The panel, therefore, also invites papers to 
discuss semiotic agency and distributed forms of sensory information for co-constructing perceptual fields. 
Abstracts should describe the data, the research question, the novelty of the study and how it contributes 
to the research field.  
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Touch and Affect in Health Care: The Intercorporeal and Interaffective 
Choreographies of Touching and Being Touched 
 
Dr Julia Katila, Dr Aija Logren, Professor Johanna Ruusuvuori 

Touch and Affect in Health Care: The Intercorporeal and Interaffective Choreographies of Touching 
and Being Touched 

Previous studies have shown that touch and other affective, embodied interactions have a positive 
impact on people’s health and wellbeing (Montagu, 1971). Touch is also a crucial professional 
practice in healthcare settings. It is a means through which healthcare professionals conduct their 
diagnostic investigations and various treatment procedures, as well as providing care and comfort 
to their patients (Kelly et al. 2018). 

Touch is intimately interwoven with affect: touch inevitably induces an affect in both the one who 
touches and the one being touched (e.g. Cekaite, 2010). This brings about the saliency of intimacy 
in institutional healthcare settings, especially when the professional investigates touch-sensitive 
areas in the patient’s body. 

In order to accomplish their institutional tasks, the participants of health care interactions engage 
in embodied negotiations concerning the management of touching and being touched. The aim of 
our panel is to uncover the interactional and intercorporeal dynamics of such affective moments. 
We invite panel contributions that deploy video-analysis of interaction to analyze the commingling 
of touch and affect in various authentic healthcare contexts. 

The panel aims to bring together empirical studies (a maximum 12 papers) from a range of health 
care settings and from different linguistic and cultural backgrounds, with a focus on one or several 
of the following questions. First, what kind of roles do tactile, haptic and affective forms of 
intercorporeality (see Merleau-Ponty, 1962) have in healthcare interactions, and how are such 
forms of sociality linked to the safe and patient-friendly accomplishment of the institutional task? 
Second, how do professional practices engender the embodied sensorial experiences for 
individuals and/or bring forth the materiality and vulnerability of the bodies? Third, what is the role 
of affect and affective stances in health care encounters involving touch – e.g. when the patient 
shows (un)willingness to the institutional task? Finally, what are the intercultural and inter-
institutional differences in these care practices? 
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Argumentation of elementary school children in conversations 
Professor Martin Luginbühl 
 
Oral argumentation and argument skills are part of most school curricula, but there still is not 
much known in detail how children aged 7-12 argue in conversations, what their key practices are, 
which rhetorical means they have at their disposal, how they organize these conversations, how 
they co-construct arguments, which topoi they rely on in their arguments, how they offer each 
other learning opportunities etc. Whereas there is research on preschool and kindergarten children 
(Kyratzis et al. 2010, Arendt 2019) and on students of Junior or Senior High Schools (Grundler 2011, 
Morek 2015), work on elementary school children is sparse. We know that the children of this age 
do regularly give justifications as well as in some cases counter-arguments, that over time the 
arguments become more complex and co-constructive, and that there is more modalization and 
joint weighing over time (Clark et al. 2003, Baines/Howe 2010, Jadallah et al. 2011, 
Mundwiler/Kreuz 2018).  
 
This panel aims to bring together different perspectives on oral argumentation of elementary 
school children (about 7-12 years old), especially, but not limited to, peer group interactions. One 
focus will be on how children argue through situated embodied and linguistic sequential practices 
and actions, including analyses of argument structure, implicitness and complexity (Bova 2011, 
Grundler 2011), argument strategy (Kuhn/Udell 2003), different ways to mark and treat dissent 
(including voice, prosody, and body, see Bose/Hannken-Illjes 2020, Heller 2021), but also 
negotiations of epistemic and deontic authority (Nanouri et al. 2022) or the analysis of utterances 
that indicate meta knowledge (Kuhn et al. 2013). Another focus will be on theoretical and 
methodological questions, like the differentiation between arguing and explaining or the question 
how oral skills can be reconstructed analyzing conversational data, and which ways there are to 
combine qualitative and quantitative methods in order to identify different skill levels (see 
Luginbühl et al. 2021). 
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Exploring Social Norms across Languages  
 
Professor Tanya Stivers, Professor Giovanni Rossi 
 

Research on the structural features of conversation show that some aspects of conversation are robust 
across languages and cultures. Pro-social responses such as granting a request or confirming an inquiry are 
typically delivered faster and more straightforwardly than their less prosocial counterparts (Stivers et al 
2009). Similarly, all languages have several ways of answering yes/no questions. For instance, every 
language that has been studied has interjection tokens to confirm like Yeah, Ja, Nn, îh, Hai as well as 
answering by repeating a portion of the question to confirm as in “Is Thomas coming?” “He’s coming” 
(Enfield et al 2018; Stivers et al 2009). These ways of answering convey different import such as implying 
that the speaker already conveyed that point vs. just confirming. At the same time, in cultures where shared 
knowledge is valued more highly than independent knowledge, we see more reliance on repetitional 
answers (e.g., ǂAkhoe Haiǀǀom of Namibia or Tzeltal of Mexico). And this can matter for listening to others 
as well. In Tzeltal it is a common backchanneling strategy to offer repetitions of things another is telling 
them but not gazing at them throughout the telling. In contrast, in English, Italian, but also a rural language 
like Yélî Dnye, it is problematic if someone is not gazing during an extended telling, leading to story re-starts 
and efforts to engage a listener (Rossano et al 2009). Recent cross-cultural research on recruitments 
similarly shows both commonalities and differences in the way that speakers of different languages get one 
another to do things (Floyd et al. 2020). For example, while basic types of verbal recruiting practices (e.g. 
imperative, interrogative, declarative, no-predicate utterances) are found across languages, their 
distribution and role in each recruitment system may differ (Rossi in press). 
 
More generally, although some aspects of language usage may be robust cross-linguistically, languages vary 
in the morphological and syntactic resources that can be used to make certain meaning distinctions more or 
less salient and thus interactional practices and basic social norms may reflect  these differences. For 
instance, in Yurakaré, an indigenous language in Bolivia, one cannot simply assert that "enemies are 
coming" or "a flood is imminent". The source of that knowledge (e.g., that you heard from someone else vs. 
you saw it with your own eyes) must always be specified. Failure to mark the knowledge source will lead to 
confusion and distrust (Gipper 2011).  
 
In this two-session panel, we will offer 8 papers that are part of a funded cross-linguistic research project on 
transactional interactions involving openings, recruitment sequences, and closings. The languages 
represented in this project include three national languages (Arabic, English, Italian) as well as five 
indigenous languages (Siwu [Ghana], G|ui/G||ana [Namibia and Botswana], Bongandu [Democratic 
Republic of Congo], Ticuna [Amazonian], and Saek [Laos]. Building on prior research, the goal of this panel is 
for participants to report initial findings about the social norms that cut across languages and those that are 
culture specific for openings, recruitments. Our research group represents scholars in Australia, Japan, 
Europe and multiple American universities across sociology, linguistics, and anthropology departments, so 
we anticipate that this panel will similarly represent this geographic and intellectual diversity. 
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Monitoring and modifying problem behavior in informal interaction 
 
Dr Uwe-Alexander Küttner, Laurenz Kornfeld, Christina Mack, Jowita Rogowska, Dr Jörg Zinken 
 

Humans are a normative species (Roughly & Bayertz 2019), and everyday informal interaction with 
conspecifics is the principal arena in which they encounter this normativity (Schegloff, 2006). Normative 
standards of social (and other) conduct are both acquired and continually managed (negotiated, policed, 
enforced, etc.) in and through social interaction with others (Schegloff 2005; Wootton 1997; see also 
Emerson & Messinger 1977; Rakoczy & Schmidt, 2013; Schmidt et al., 2019).  
A key ingredient that underpins these processes is a general orientation to the accountability of action 
(Garfinkel 1963, 1967; Robinson 2016): It furnishes a socio-normative and deeply moral framework for 
interaction in which participants incessantly streamline each other’s conduct into (more or less) ‘acceptable 
trajectories’ (Sterponi 2003, 2009), or, where that fails, have ways to address such failures (e.g., Pomerantz 
1978; Schegloff 2005; Potter & Hepburn 2020). This entails that participants monitor each other’s doings (as 
well as their own) by reference to certain normative standards of conduct, and, consequently, that they may 
on occasion encounter conduct they find to depart from these standards (Drew 1998; Schegloff 2005). Such 
‘transgressive’ conduct may then be oriented to and treated as “problem behavior” (Potter & Hepburn 
2020). 
 
While much of prior work in Conversation Analysis and related fields has focused on how such episodes are 
relayed to others, in the form of indirect/third-party complaints (e.g., Drew 1998; Edwards 2005; 
Heinemann 2009; but cf. Schegloff 1988, 2005; Dersley & Wootton 2000), this panel aims to bring together 
interactional work that focuses on how participants manage such moments directly and “in-situ”, as part of 
the ongoing interaction in which some bit of problem behavior is produced or encountered. We invite 
contributions that engage one or more of the following issues: 
 
2. What are participants’ (multimodal) practices of monitoring for and/or dealing with such forms of 

behavior in informal interaction? Relatedly, how do “perpetrators” manage to work out and 
diagnostically identify what their co-participant(s) is/are treating as socio-normatively inadequate or 
problematic about their conduct? 
 How do these practices reflexively constitute the targeted conduct as problem behavior by working 

to prospectively or retrospectively address or even change it (e.g., through behavior modification 
techniques, through various moralizing practices of sanctioning another for some perceived 
wrongdoing or misconduct, through pre-emptive or post-hoc practices of redress, etc.)? 

 How do these practices vary cross-linguistically and/or cross-culturally? 
 How do these practices vary across different domains of ordinary social life with their different 

participation frameworks as well as their different material and temporal ecologies? How are they 
differentially shaped by (a)symmetries in interaction (e.g., between parents/caregivers and children 
in family interactions, between friends playing a game, etc.)? 
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Screen-centred interactions 
 
Professor Mie Femoe Nielsen, Associate Professor Brian Due 
 

Screens mediate interaction (e.g. video conferencing via laptops, smartphones or telepresence robots (Due, 
2021; Due & Licoppe, 2020)); screens are jointly oriented towards as organisational hubs (e.g. shared use of 
computer screens (Due & Toft, 2021)); screens enable digital social media interaction (Reeves & Brown, 
2016); screens are resources for performing situated actions (e.g. using the smartphone for wayfinding 
(Brown et al., 2013)); screens create virtual worlds and synthetic interactions through avatars (e.g. gaming 
and VR googles (Rusk & Ståhl, 2020)); screens are “seen through” (e.g. in control rooms (Broth, 2009)); 
screens are embedded in everyday domestic life (e.g. watching television together (Kallio & Ruusuvuori, 
2019)), etc. The use of screens by single individuals has been extensively studied based on an HCI and CSCW 
approach to UX and interaction design. EMCA approaches, on the other hand, have focused on technologies 
in social interaction and the social accountability of orienting towards computers and other types of screens 
– typically in workplaces (Heath et al., 2000; Heath & Luff, 1992), but also in everyday life. However, while 
EMCA research has produced significant insights into the technologies of social interaction, the screen itself 
has not been the sole focus for scrutiny across multiple settings.  
 
In this panel, we seek to bring the screen to the forefront of our analytical attention. The objective is to 
provide the analytical grounds for reflecting on if and how there might be constitutive and systematic 
interactional features that characterise social interaction across different types of screens and situations. 
The research suggests that object-centred sequences have systematic features (Day & Wagner, 2019; 
Tuncer et al., 2019). The aim of this panel is to further this line of enquiry by solely focusing on screens as a 
specific type of object with particular kinds of (varied) affordances (Hutchby, 2014).  
  
We invite proposals for papers that provide data for and rigorous analysis of situations in which video-
recorded participants arguably make the screen accountable in social interaction. Papers should not build 
on just one kind of data, but use varied data based on different kinds of screens and interactional situations, 
and use the material to identify the generalised features of what we propose calling “screen-centred 
interactions”.  
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Managing risk and harm in social interaction 
 

Dr Emma Tennent, Professor Ann Weatherall 
 
The language of risk is pervasive in the framing of social issues. Despite widespread use of the term and 
recent efforts to theorise risk, threat, and danger,1 understandings of risk in social interaction require 
further investigation. Negotiating possible harm is part of ordinary life and this panel explores risk in 
people’s daily activities with others. How do people engage with situations where risk of harm is relevant to 
themselves or others? How do they communicate when danger is an imminent and consequential matter? 
What does this tell us about our rights and responsibilities to one another? We invite submissions that 
explore how risk is managed in mundane and institutional settings across the spectrum of projecting 
possible harms, unfolding trajectories of harm, and responses to harm.  
 
Processes for projecting harm are formalised in institutional practices such as risk assessment and triage 
and have been widely examined in health care settings. Yet risks of disease and illness are not confined to 
institutional settings. One of the profound changes wrought by the COVID-19 pandemic is that previously 
mundane activities have become reconfigured as risks to the health of individuals and societies.2–4  
The direct study of harmful or violent encounters is still in its infancy, but recent work demonstrates how 
risk factors and assessments of threat shape how trajectories of violence unfold.5 Understanding how 
(potentially) harmful trajectories of action unfold is essential for the strategies of de-escalation or 
intervention.  
 
We welcome papers that explore how risks become visible and are mobilised in help-seeking encounters 
after harmful experiences. Help-seekers face risks of not being believed6 or getting access to help7 and in 
some cases, seeking help can involve the risk of retaliation or danger.8 Exploring how participants make 
sense of and manage risk in these encounters will demonstrate how risk operates as part of the mundane 
morality of social life. Across two sessions, this panel will provide an opportunity to address fundamental 
questions of projectability, intelligibility, and accountability, while engaging with contemporary issues 
around agency, empowerment, and victimhood.  
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Enriching the Wild: L2 interaction in virtual, augmented, and simulated 
settings 
 
Dr Tim Greer, Mr Zachary Nanbu 
 

Second language (L2) learning is typically viewed as something that happens in the classroom via teacher 
mediation, but recent CA-SLA studies have also explored L2 use and learning in broader natural settings 
beyond the classroom, i.e., “in the wild” (Eskildsen et al, 2019; Wagner, 2015). Attempting to bridge this 
gap, some language educators are beginning to employ technology to emulate the wild, providing similar 
opportunities for language learning in a more controlled and sheltered manner. This allows learners to 
prepare linguistic resources before they speak and reduces the consequences of their mistakes, and 
therefore presents occasions for interaction unlike those commonly found in “the wild” alone. Such 
enriched spaces range from roleplay simulations in purpose-built language villages, to location-based 
mobile augmented reality (AR) apps, and virtual reality (VR) games that foster scaffolded second language 
use. These unique environments extend our commonsense understandings of the wild into new dimensions 
and provide for under-explored forms of social participation. 
 
The focus of this panel will be on the way people interact in such settings, particularly in a second or 
additional language. What limitations and opportunities for language learning do such settings offer, and 
how do users draw on mundane interactional practices to navigate these enhanced lifeworlds?  
 
Possible themes may include: 
 
1. interactional affordances for language learning within virtual, augmented or simulated settings 

 dealing with technological issues and how unfamiliarity with a virtual setting or its navigation can 
impact interaction  

 links between what is happening in the real world and the virtual and ways that is made relevant 
through interaction 

 how knowledge of the real world influences interaction in the enriched wild setting 
 navigating the limitations of embodiment within virtual or augmented language learning activities 
 interacting with AI in a second language  
 the incorporation of inscribed objects into L2 talk within such settings 

 
A fundamental aim of the panel is to explore how virtual, augmented and simulated settings can 
complement the second language classroom and expand pedagogical possibilities for interaction and 
learning beyond the classroom walls. It is anticipated the panel will consist of up to eight presentations, 
including a discussant paper. 
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Exploring Dimensions of Action Formation: Knowledge and Perception as 
Resources in the Construction of an Action 
 
Dr Satomi Kuroshima 
 

A majority of the descriptions proffered in connection with epistemics in the construction of a 
particular action with specific attention to turn design have contributed to enhanced 
understanding of participants’ management of their relative knowledge relevant to an ongoing 
activity (Heritage, 2011, 2012a, 2012b; Raymond & Heritage, 2006; Stivers et al., 2011). Among 
them, several studies have confirmed various (and at times incommensurable) dimensions of 
action formation with regard to negotiating participants’ rights and access to an epistemic domain, 
such as terms of agreement and display of empathy. In addition, it has been demonstrated that 
participants orient to their relative epistemic statuses in the formation and ascription of a specific 
type of action while designing their utterances to display their stances toward the matter in 
question, whether these stances are congruent or incongruent to the relative statuses (cf. Clayman 
& Heritage, 2014). More recently, Nishizaka (2021) has demonstrated that participants orient to 
distinguishing between knowledge and perception as different epistemic resources and that 
perception is used as both a resource for producing and responding to a specific action, as well as a 
source of one’s knowledge (e.g., one can know the state of affairs by witnessing the event). These 
studies on knowledge and perception have demonstrated various dimensions of mobilizing one’s 
knowing the state of affairs or perceiving it (e.g., seeing/touching) in interactions to ascribe and/or 
manipulate a specific action for a practical interactional goal. 
 
With this background in mind, in this panel, studies on various organizations of interaction, 
including both ordinary and institutional settings, aim to collectively advance our understanding of 
how participants use different epistemic resources in variously constituted actions and what types 
of interactional dimensions are observed under the negotiations. Thus, the panel brings together 
the various dimensions of knowledge and perception in the constitution and implementation of a 
recognizable action in interactions; moreover, it addresses the intertwined relationships of these 
dimensions in participants’ terms. The possible lines of inquiry would include: What kind of 
interactional consequences are observed when participants use differential action formation 
methods to negotiate knowledge and/or perception? How do the speakers differentiate specific 
actions based on their immediate perception from actions based on their knowledge (and vice 
versa)? How is the interactional context procedurally consequential in constructing either a 
knowledge-based or perception-based action in a particular activity? 
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(Re)Production and Negotiation of Asymmetries 
Dr Catherine Tam, Dr Francesca Williamson 
 
In recent years, EMCA researchers have increasingly called on our community to (re)examine the 
approach’s utility in studying inequalities, injustices and “isms” (e.g., Stokoe, 2015; Rawls et al., 2020). 
In response, this panel is calling for papers that draw on both Garfinkel’s work on schemes and 
Stevanovic and Peräkylä’s (2014) work on social order in explorations of how asymmetries are 
(re)produced and negotiated in interaction.  

Garfinkel proposed that members use schemes to establish local asymmetrical social types. He 
theorised that it is through a “status degradation ceremony” that the “local scheme of social 
types” is established, and an individual is placed into a lower identity (Garfinkel, 1956, p.420). It is 
through moral indignation (a form of social affect) that denunciation to a lower status is achieved. 
Like him, this panel is interested in what “communicative tactics will get the work of status 
degradation done?” (Garfinkel, 1956, p.421). For example, in an unpublished research proposal, 
Garfinkel et al. (1982) argued that analysts a priori assumptions of children as developing and 
adults as developed is a common-sense view of childhood, they term “the developmental 
scheme”. They argue that analysts should study members’ orientations to the scheme along with 
members’ methods for managing their social positions (Keel, 2020). A corresponding body of 
literature (see Stevanovic and Peräkylä, 2014) suggests that who people are to each other, 
including their momentary relationships or social positions, becomes evident in how they 
negotiate knowledge, authority and/or affect from moment to moment. Tam (2021) 
demonstrated the value of combining these two approaches to investigating social positions in an 
examination of how children (and parents) orient to the developmental scheme in the negotiation 
of their deontic, epistemic, and affective rights and, in so doing, (re)inforce normative 
asymmetries in the parent-child dyad. 

Drawing insights from these works, we see the study of asymmetries as an avenue advancing 
research related to social issues (e.g., ableism, racism) that have been underexplored in EMCA 
research. This panel requests papers that identify and examine the production and negotiation of 
asymmetrical schemes in various interactional and relational contexts (such as student-teacher, 
client-clinician, patient-doctor, citizen-police, stranger-stranger etc.). We welcome papers where 
analysts (i) identify asymmetrical schemes through members’ orientations to them and (ii) explore 
how, through the negotiation of social orders, members (re)produce and (re)negotiate their social 
positions. We invite contributions that demonstrate the value in analysts avoiding a priori 
assumptions about asymmetries in categories and expect generative dialogue about the 
methodological challenges and possibilities of analyzing the (re)production and negotiation of 
various asymmetries and “isms”.  
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The COMPAIR project: Comparing conversational repair practices across 
interactions involving participants with asymmetric competencies 
Professor Minna Laakso, Dr. Scott Barnes, Dr Suzanne Beeke, Dr. Katie Ekberg 
 
Repair organization provides a powerful mechanism for handling problems of mutual understanding, 
and there is strong, developing evidence for its universality across languages and cultures. Repair 
practices are used by speakers to self-repair their own talk, and by recipients to other-initiate repair on 
the talk of others, so that there is a general preference for self-repair (Schegloff, Jefferson & Sacks, 
1977; Schegloff, 2007:100-106). This means that if we notice that our speech is not understandable to 
others, we clarify it, and if the recipients do not hear or understand what we say, they ask for 
clarification, and we clarify.  In this panel CA is used to investigate repair practices in naturally-occurring 
social interactions in which there are accountable asymmetries due to 1)  communicative impairments 
associated with adult-onset aphasia (a neurogenic language disorder), dementia, dysarthria (a 
neurogenic speech disorder), or hearing impairment, or 2) caregiver-child interaction (involving mono- 
and multilingual children without and with blindness or developmental language disorder). The 
languages of the interactions analyzed are English and Finnish. The interactions in focus for this panel 
include participants with asymmetric competencies in talking and understanding. This makes 
conversational repair organization a salient object of study, and central for understanding its effects on 
participation in these interactions. We will explore whether the universal self- and other-initiated repair 
practices described in previous research are used similarly across different asymmetric interactions, or, 
whether they differ from each other in some respects. Our comparative analyses will reveal how the 
social-interactive repair organization adapts to the emerging problems that can be more frequent than 
in interactions in which there are no accountable, asymmetric competencies in talking and 
understanding. Previous research suggests that repair operations in asymmetric interactions may not be 
as swift or efficient, and that repair sequences are prolonged. Furthermore, the participants may use 
multimodal resources in achieving repair, and the contribution of the more competent participants may 
be more emphasized causing interactional asymmetries. Our basic finding is that, despite differing 
competencies, repair sequences ensuing from frequent problems can be both swift and prolonged. 
Some prolonged sequences can be asymmetric in different ways depending on the nature of the 
asymmetry (e.g. across communicative impairments, caregiver-child interaction). In this panel, we will 
present comparative analyses of both swiftly progressing and prolonged repair sequences in 
asymmetric adult and child data and interpret the findings in light of the general organization of repair, 
also taking into account the potential linguistic-cultural differences. 
 
In the panel, comparative analyses of repair will be explored through a brief introduction by the 
organizers, empirical papers, and a concluding paper on the combined findings and a new 
methodological perspective on quantifying the distributions of repair practices in the different data sets.   
(4 papers altogether) Papers: 



1. Comparing repair practices in conversation involving participants with adult-onset aphasia, dementia, dysarthria, 
and hearing impairment 
1. Comparing repair practices in child-parent interaction (involving mono- and multilingual children without and 

with blindness, developmental language disorder) 
2. Motion tracking and conversational repair in caregiver-child conversation 
3. Developing an ELAN-annotation template for analyzing and quantifying self- and other-initiated repair in 

asymmetric/atypical interactions: preliminary results
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Manual know-how in interaction 
Dr Niina Lilja, Professor Arja Piirainen-Marsh 
 
 
While epistemics has been a central theme in conversation analytic research for decades (Stivers, 
Mondada & Steensig 2011, Heritage 2012), interest in practical and hands-on forms of knowledge 
has only recently gained more attention (Arminen & Simonen 2021). This ‘know-how’ can be 
referred to as procedural knowledge (Ryle 2009) or as embodied knowledge (Ehmer & Brone 
2021), and it differs from ‘knowing-that’ in that it entails understanding and knowledge of how to 
perform expert actions. This understanding and knowledge often takes the form of manual or 
bodily skills. Acquiring such skills requires strenuous hands-on-training.  
 
This panel explores how know-how matters for action formation and ascription and for different 
forms of participation in interaction. From previous research we know that participants’ 
orientations to their different levels of know-how become observable especially in situations that 
are characterized by different types of asymmetries, such as discrepancies in professional expertise 
(Mondada 2014), language proficiency (Lilja & Piirainen-Marsh 2022), or in experiences of using 
certain interactionally-relevant tools and objects (Lindwall & Ekström 2012, Nishizaka 2020). 
However, so far limited attention has been paid to the specific ways in which know-how shows 
especially in accomplishing or learning to accomplish manual actions, such as cooking, drawing, 
painting, pottery making, or timberwork, i.e. bodily actions that are performed with hands.  
 
This panel brings together researchers working on data in which manual activities are central. Like 
verbal language, hands are central to human meaning making. This has been evidenced by the long 
history of gesture studies (Kendon 2004) and conversation analytic investigations of bodily actions 
in meaning making (Streeck 2009). Yet, our understanding of how hands matter for action 
formation is still in its incipiency. Our specific aim is to discuss how know-how is observable in the 
ways in which participants use their hands in interaction and how this is consequential for the 
sequential and multimodal organization of interaction. We will accept 8 papers.  
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Exertion and strain in interaction  
PhD Emily Hofstetter, Professor Leelo Keevallik 
 
Participants in interaction accomplish and experience interaction through their living bodies 
(Streeck 2018) that need not always be in relaxed or resting conditions. However, the way those 
bodies are made relevant has only recently begun to be seriously investigated in interactional 
research, primarily through the lens of sensoriality (Mondada 2019). This growing literature 
especially focuses on the classic five senses such as sight, touch, and taste (see recent reviews in 
e.g. Goico et al. 2021). In this panel, we aim to expand into less studied, interoceptive senses such 
as proprioception, fatigue, and pain (e.g. Weatherall et al. 2021), and in particular how these 
senses come to the fore in instances of strain, effort, and exertion in various interactional settings, 
from sweating to mental algebra, from lifting weights to rehearsing coordinated movements. We 
specifically target participant orientation to effortful events, be they (momentarily) inhibiting the 
interactional flow (Hofstetter et al. 2021) or specifically deployed to progress an activity. 
 
A few recent studies have addressed straining bodies, demonstrating the necessity to display 
appropriate degree of strain (Okada 2018); how fatigue may affect posture changes during a day of 
work (Streeck 2018); how strain grunts may serve as alerts to co-workers, assessments, and 
components of instruction (Keevallik frth); and how onlookers to various sports can ‘incite’ 
straining bodies to try harder when failure is projectable (Reynolds 2021). Many questions on the 
boundary between the social and the sensorial remain, including: 

 
2. What kind of embodied practices produce understandings of strain? How are breathing, voice, 

and body intertwined and temporally organized in displays of effort? 
- How is strain distributed and coordinated across multiple participants? 
- How is strain, effort, and exertion treated (or not) as expression of intentionality, especially 

by experienced others? How are these ostensibly individual sensorial events made 
accountable? 

- How do displays of effort and exhaustion evolve in time through extensions, iterations, 
rhythms, upgrades or downgrades, and interlace with alternative resources, such as verbal 
formulations?  
 

In studying strain and exertion in interaction, we hope to gain insight into how the body and its 
capacities are socially (re)produced, as well as how the body’s demands on social agents are made 
relevant in and for social action.  
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Repetitions as/in responsive actions across different languages 
 
Professor Marja-Leena Sorjonen, Professor Galina Bolden 
 
 
Cross-linguistically, repetition of another speaker’s words is a common resource for implementing 
a variety of responsive actions in interaction. Prior CA research has shown, for example, that – and 
how – repetitions can be deployed as (or in) responses to polar questions (e.g., Bolden et al, frth; 
Enfield et al, 2019; Hayano, 2013; Sorjonen, 2001; Stivers et al, 2010) and to various actions 
implemented via them, including, among others, formulations (Schegloff, 1996), offers, requests 
for services and for permission (e.g., Sorjonen et al, 2017). Other work has examined how 
repetitions might be used to register some aspect of the prior talk (e.g. Walker & Benjamin 2017; 
Rossi 2020). Some of this research has explored prosodic and turn constructional features of 
repeat responses (e.g., Brown et al, 2021), and compared their use to other response forms. 
Building on this prior work, this panel aims to examine further aspects of turn and action design of 
repetitional responses, and specific interactional work they accomplish in their sequential 
environments. We aim to address the following questions: 1) What are the repertoires of 
repetitional responses across typologically diverse languages? 2) What kinds of actions are 
implemented with particular kinds of repeats in their sequential environments? 3) How does the 
interactional work implemented with a repeat compare to other types of responses? 
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Personality in Interaction 
 
Ms Emmi Koskinen, Professor Anssi Peräkylä 
 
Scholars of conversation analysis have generally followed the rather strict policy of 
‘ethnomethodological indifference’ toward the participants’ identities, focusing their analysis more 
on the ‘context-free’ structures of interaction than on the specificities of the interactants. 
However, as Sacks, Schegloff, and Jefferson (1974) have noted, conversational structures, such as 
turn-taking, are also “capable of extraordinary context-sensitivity” (p. 699). The aim of the panel 
‘Personality in Interaction’ is to examine and identify the possible significance of the personalities 
of the interacting participants and thus to shift the focus precisely on the more context-sensitive 
and ‘situated’ aspects of interaction. 
 
The theme of personality differences within interpersonal interaction was originally initiated by 
Bales (1970) but has largely been neglected in the field of conversation analysis, most likely due to 
the methodological considerations described above. The more traditional sequential conversation 
analyses (cf. Raclaw 2010), however, have sometimes been successfully complemented with more 
individualistic descriptions, such as the concept of ‘conversational style’ (e.g. Svennevig 2014; see 
Tannen 1984) and/or the specific identities of the participants and their relationship to one 
another (e.g. Rossi & Stivers 2021). In addition, some resent qualitative studies have investigated 
how certain personality disorders manifest in interaction and impact the structures of interaction 
in an institutional context (e.g. Janusz et al. 2021). The panel is open to papers reflecting on 
personality and personality differences in interaction. We welcome presentations of both 
mundane and institutional data, as well as conversation analytically informed experimental or 
quantitative investigations. 
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Openings of Encounters between Strangers in Public Space: Bodies, 
Language, and Social Order 
 
Professor Elwys De Stefani, Professor Lorenza Mondada 
 
Encounters between strangers in public space are a characteristic of everyday urban life; they also 
reveal the very foundations of sociality. How can unacquainted people approach each other and 
initiate an encounter, even in a minimal and fleeting way? The question interrogates elementary 
aspects of social interaction and social order and their prerequisites. This panel contributes to 
discussing these issues by offering a set of empirical studies of impromptu encounters in public 
space, with a special focus on how forms of participation emerge, bodies are arranged, language 
choices are made in these incipient interactions.  
 
Interactions in public spaces have been described early on by Goffman (1963, 1971), in terms of 
gatherings and encounters, focused and unfocused interaction, as well as civil inattention. 
However, despite these early insights, empirical analyses of interactions between unacquainted 
people are still scarce half of a century later. Video-based analyses of how (accidentally) co-present 
individuals start engaging in a common activity, thereby turning into participants, are still rare (but 
see Kendon & Ferber 1973; De Stefani & Mondada 2018). The contributions to this panel examine 
the very first moments of such encounters by focusing on the bodily reorientation of the 
participants-to-be that characterizes the ‘pre-beginning’ (Schegloff 1979) or ‘pre-opening’ 
(Mondada 2010) of the encounter, the categorization work on which individuals base the 
identification and selection of the imminent co-participant, the first words spoken (possibly 
produced as greetings; Duranti 1992, 1997; Pillet-Shore 2012), and the language choices they make 
(in environments in which multilingualism is plausible; Heller 1982, Mondada 2018, Torras & 
Gafaranga 2002).  
 
These issues will be discussed in the panel from the perspective of social interaction, within the 
frameworks of multimodal conversation analysis, ethnomethodology and interactional linguistics. 
All presenters will offer empirical studies based on video-recorded naturalistic encounters. 
Focusing on the first moments of first encounters in public space, this panel addresses the 
foundations of co-sociality and the conditions under which pro-social encounters between 
strangers take place. 
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Relational dimensions of conversations when death is a relevant matter 
 
Associate Professor Stuart Ekberg, Dr Marco Pino 
 
The prospect or occurrence of death can be nothing short of a crisis for those who are closely 
involved, often leading to fundamental transformations of social relationships (Maynard, 2003). 
The COVID-19 pandemic increased the prominence of discussions with and about people affected 
by life-limiting illness, dying, and death. In addition to supposedly novel challenges during, such as 
communicating through personal and protective equipment, the pandemic renewed emphasis on 
fundamental relational dimensions of conversations when death is a relevant matter (Ekberg et al., 
2021). Through research in diverse settings, this panel will directly contribute to understanding 
these fundamental dimensions.  
 
Over recent decades, conversation analysis has progressively made substantial and unique 
contributions to understanding how people discuss death. Even when not the explicit focus, these 
studies routinely address relational dimensions. For example, research conducted across 
counselling, oncology, hospice, and palliative care settings has consistently identified practices 
through which clinicians cautiously approach the topic of death (Ekberg, et al., 2020; Lutfey & 
Maynard, 1998; Peräkylä, 1993; Pino et al., 2016; Shaw et al., 2017). These practices provide 
opportunities for patients and family members to introduce death as a relevant matter for 
discussion, without necessarily requiring that they do so. This cautious approach  
carefully balances the importance of discussing death alongside the need to maintain a productive 
working relationship.  
 
Areas of conversation analytic research also examine conversations about death across both 
mundane and institutional settings. For example, “bright side sequences” were initially observed in 
mundane interaction, where they follow talk about death with something more positive (Holt, 
1993). This practice is also observed in healthcare settings (Anderson, et al., 2021; Cortez, Maynard 
& Campbell, 2019). Such “bright side sequences” are a practice that allow people use to support 
solidarity in their relationships with others, by arriving at something about which the parties 
involved can affiliate (Stivers & Timmermans, 2017). Such research highlights the detailed ways 
that conversation analytic research helps understand how relationships are managed during 
conversations in which death is a relevant matter.  
 
This panel provides a forum to compare new research broadly exploring the relational dimensions 
of conversations about death. Individual presentations will consider conversations in specific 
settings. In addition to those presentations specifically considering death as a topic for 
conversation, some presentations will more broadly consider communicating with people who 
have life-limiting conditions or about people who are dying or have died. Collectively, the 
presentations will forge new insights into the ways in which relationships are managed in and 
through social interaction, when death is a relevant matter for the people involved.  
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Institutional Realities of Latin America 
 
Dr Veronica Gonzalez Temer, Dr Ariel Vázquez Carranza, Luis Manuel Olguín 
 
Although still not widespread (cf. Ostermann & Garcez 2021, for the case of Brazil), conversation 
analytic (CA) research on different types of institutions in Latin America is beginning to take root 
(see Bolaños Carpio 2017, 2021; Márquez Reiter & Cantarutti 2021; Vázquez Carranza 2021; 
Vázquez Carranza & Villalobos González 2021; Walper et al. 2021). This panel aims to bring 
together language and social interaction scholars whose work applies a CA perspective to explore 
institutional realities of Latin America. We are broadening the scope to include the exploration of 
practices and structures that fall beyond traditionally-conceived “formal institutions” and to 
include language and social interaction practices from other languages, different settings, various 
nations, and multiple cultures. 
 
The expansion from a focus on ordinary to institutional contexts has welcomed research on 
classrooms, courtrooms, doctor’s offices, police departments, and a number of helplines, just to 
name a few. The guiding research questions in the study of institutional talk-in-interaction aim to 
explain how institutions are “talked into being” in and through practices of talk and other conduct 
in interaction and how talk-in-interaction plays a role in getting the work of institutions done. 
Particularly, this panel aims for an exploration and exposure of the apparatus of recognisable social 
actions (Sacks, 1992) generated in Latin American institutional talk. 
 
Following Heritage’s (2013) lines of enquiry in institutional talk research, the panel calls for papers 
on diverse interactional phenomena, including: turn-taking organisation, turn design, structural 
organisation of interaction, sequential organisation, lexical choice, epistemic and other forms of 
asymmetry, action formation, etc. Our aim is to generate a fruitful discussion around 
commonalities and differences among institutional realities, highlighting language and cultural 
diversities, and how social realities differ from the global north. Such comparative work has 
focused mainly on languages and cultures (broadly defined) but not on institutions. It is also our 
aim to publish the contributions of this panel in a special issue of a journal or in an edited book, in 
any case, following the standard double-blind peer review process. Overall, the panel seeks to 
contribute to the positioning of CA as a robust method to study social interaction in a less explored 
geographical context. 
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Interaction in innovative institutional contexts 
 
Dr Eric Hauser, Dr Alfred Rue Burch 
 
EMCA’s long history of work on institutional interaction (e.g., Arminen, 2005) has highlighted that while 
participants shape the institutional context through their contributions, the institutional context may also 
constrain when and, importantly, how participants act (Chevalier & Moore, 2015). For example, in the 
language classroom, while the participants may subtly shape or even subvert institutional norms through 
their own actions, rights to take or allocate turns may be asymmetrically distributed among teachers and 
students and there may be restrictions on the types of turn (e.g., questions, or initiating actions more 
generally, and answers, or responding actions more generally) that are normatively available to participants. 
By innovative institutions, we mean institutions which are designed (at least ostensibly) to be normatively 
flexible in regard to such constraints, or institutions that are so new that the institutional norms for how and 
when participants may act have yet to be sedimented and solidified. For example, an educational institution 
may be designed to provide participants with experiences of using, in a non-classroom setting, a foreign 
language that they would usually only use in a language classroom, and thus provide them with 
opportunities to interact in the language in ways that may not be otherwise available to them. Or a medical 
helpline may be designed to provide callers with opportunities to ask questions that may be difficult to ask 
in consultations with professionals. 
 
We thus define innovative institutions in terms of the opportunities to interact that they are ostensibly 
designed to provide and the papers in this panel will focus on how such opportunities are or are not made 
relevant and consequential. Specifically, they will focus on one or more of the following: 1) how participants 
organize their interaction as they orient to and/or create new or modified interactional norms; 2) how 
participants orient to and enact institutionally relevant identities, which may be different from superficially 
similar identities in more familiar institutional settings; 3) how participants may import norms from other, 
more familiar institutional contexts; and 4) whether restrictions on interaction that the institution was 
ostensibly set up to overcome are actually overcome successfully. In order to provide a thorough analysis of 
the different semiotic resources, including embodied conduct and material objects, that participants can 
make use in their interaction, it is expected that the papers in this panel will draw on data from video-
recordings of interaction in innovative institutions and that these different resources will be thoroughly 
analyzed. 
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Responses to news: cross-linguistic perspectives 
 
Dr Xiaoting Li, Dr. Michal Marmorstein, Prof. Beatrice Szczepek Reed 
 
In this panel we seek to explore how responses to informings, tellings and the like display 
recipients’ orientation to such prior turns as ‘news’; and how responses to news are designed 
across languages. Responses to news manage participants’ displayed transition from unknowing to 
knowing party. Yet, besides acknowledging the news-ness of the prior turn, responses to news 
often also assess the type of knowledge that is conveyed on scales from ordinary to remarkable, 
acceptable to questionable, and credible to contestable. These assessments appear to be 
grounded in participants’ assumed or displayed prior expectations rather than in gaps in 
knowledge. Moreover, responses to news also accomplish relational work, in proposing the 
(dis)affiliation taken by news recipients toward news deliverers. Responses to news are thus a 
locus for the display and negotiation of participants’ knowledge and stance toward each other 
(Stivers et al. 2011).     
 
Based mostly on English data, existing literature commonly distinguishes between news receipts 
and newsmarks. News receipts (e.g. English oh), are backward-looking and as free-standing items 
typically sequence closing. Newsmarks (e.g., English really?, is it?), on the other hand, invite more 
talk about the news (Heritage 1984; Jefferson 1981; Maynard 1997; Stivers & Enfield 2010; 
Thompson et al. 2015). The sequential implicativeness of newsmarks is related by some to their 
semantics. For instance, English really, as a particle expressing doubt, is described as means to 
question the validity of an informing thereby mobilizing confirmations, elaborations and 
substantiations of the news (Thompson et al. 2015: 77). Emerging from different lexical sources, 
however, responses in other languages have been shown to afford additional orientations to prior 
talk. For example, the Arabic response token wallāhi ‘by God’ has been shown to be treated as a 
request for commitment in addition to marking prior talk as remarkable (Marmorstein & Szczepek 
Reed, 2021). In Mandarin, shi ba ‘be PRT’ (can be translated as ‘is it’?) can function as a newsmark 
or display affiliation (Liu & Yao, 2021). The panel aims to bring together cross-linguistic work on 
news responses, which may include news receipts, newsmarks or other types of responses. In 
addition, the panel seeks to attract presentations that explore different angles on the co-
construction of news as epistemically, affectively and interactionally relevant. The panel is 
especially open to under-researched languages for which little research on news-relevant 
sequences exists. 
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Exploring food practices: body, materiality, and sociality 
 
Professor Sally Wiggins, Professor Lorenza Mondada 
 
While meal conversations have been foundational for early CA analyses, that they are not only occasions to 
talk, but also and primarily occasions to serve, share, and consume food has been much less studied in the 
interactionist literature (though see, e.g., Mondada 2009, Ochs et al. 1996; Wiggins & Keevallik, 2021). This 
panel aims at re-focusing attention from conversations to meals, from the mouth used to talk to the mouth 
used to eat (Mondada, 2018, Wiggins 2019). It promotes an interactional perspective on food practices, 
addressing embodied practices involving the materiality of food in a diversity of social contexts in which 
people engage with food.  
 
The panel will focus on the detail of the multifaceted practices of eating, from the mobilization of 
ingredients and eatable things, such as in food foraging and shopping, to the preparation and cooking of 
food, to the practices through which food, cutlery, and hands bring food to the mouth to eat, and finally to 
the management of food waste. In so doing, the papers will demonstrate the productivity of multimodal 
conversation analysis of video recordings of naturalistic settings for understanding the detailed organization 
of such practices. The papers will explore the embodied and verbal organization of these practices, zooming 
into the details of mouth movements, of fingers and hands grasping food, of gaze and the entire body 
bending over food stalls in the market, over the table in the kitchen or at the restaurant or over waste bins 
in compost recycling areas.  
 
The originality and coherence of this panel is provided by an interest in detailed multimodal analyses of 
actions dealing with both the materiality of food and the sociality of those practices. Food practices have 
often a strong moral and normative dimension that transpires in many ways, including through the details 
of how food is handed. They also have notable sociable, collective, identity, and affective dimensions, 
involving shared moments, offers, assistance, help, and socialization. They involve a strong orientation to 
otherness, whether through the care for or service to the other, such as through offers of food or when 
assisting infants or adults to eat. 
 
To summarize, the contributions to the panel will privilege a diversity of food activities and practices within 
naturalistic settings documented by video and studied by means of multimodal analysis. They will highlight 
the embodied practices dealing with the materiality of food, at the same time revealing the intersubjective, 
sociable, and normative aspects of these practices. 
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The multidimensionality of epistemics in interaction: including knowing 
how and multimodality  

 
Professor Tom Koole, dr. Tessa van Charldorp, Dr Marije Van Braak, dr. Mike Huiskes 
 
The multidimensionality of epistemics in interaction: including knowing-how and multimodality  
In interaction, participants deal with knowledge in ways that were formulated by Harvey Sacks as 
the recipient design of utterances. As Heritage formulated it in the Handbook of Conversation 
Analysis: “Within Conversation Analysis (CA), research into epistemics focuses on the knowledge 
claim that interactants assert, contest and defend in an through turns-at-talk and sequences of 
interaction” (2013: 370). This perspective on epistemics was elaborated when Stivers et al. wrote 
that what participants orient to is not only access to knowledge but also “how certain we are about 
what we know, our relative authority and our differential rights and responsibilities with respect to 
this knowledge” (2011: 3). Further elaborations were proposed in a special issue (Arminen et al., 
2021) on expertise in interaction. Analyses reported in this special issue show that participants’ 
orientations to knowledge do not only deal with propositional knowing-that, but also with 
procedural knowing-how. Moreover, these analyses showed that procedural knowledge and the 
practices by which they are attended to may take multimodal shapes such as ways of looking and 
seeing (cf. Goodwin 1994). In this panel we invite both conceptual and applied contributions that 
propose how existing concepts for the study of epistemics in interaction can be related to how 
orientations to knowing-how, potentially multimodal, shape the institutional encounter.   
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Sensoriality in Social Interaction 

 
Professor Lorenza Mondada 
 
Issues in sensoriality have been largely discussed from a physiological and neuro-cognitive perspective, as 
well as from a cultural and historical perspective (see the anthropology of the senses, Howe, 1991), but they 
have rather been ignored from an interactional viewpoint. On the other hand, for a long time the renewed 
interest of conversation analysis for multimodality and the recognition of its “embodied turn” (Nevile 2015; 
Mondada 2016) has not prompted a corresponding interest for multisensoriality. This panel proposes to 
advance the reflection about the interactional conceptualization of the senses within sensing practices, on 
the basis of detailed analyses of embodied conducts, across a diversity of settings and activities. 
 
Sensing practices are increasingly explored within Ethnomethodology and Conversation Analysis (EMCA) 
(Mondada 2019, 2021) on the basis of video records of social interactions in naturalistic settings. These 
practices mobilize a diversity of senses, which are variously made locally relevant through and by the 
ongoing activity (depending on the activity, the contingencies of the setting, and the constraints on the 
participants, one vs. multiple senses can be made relevant within the course of action). Moreover, the 
sensorial experiences of the participants can be made publicly accountable within a given activity; in this 
way, they can be oriented to and interpreted by others, in an intersubjective way.  
The panel aims at exploring the specificities of diverse sensorial configurations: it reflects about sensorial 
engagements with materiality (C.Goodwin, 2000, 2017; Mondada, 2021) vs. with intercorporeality (Cekaite 
2010; M.H.Goodwin & Cekaite 2018; Meyer, Streeck & Jordan, 2017) and the way in which they differ in 
terms of their intersubjectivity, public intelligibility and normativity (Cekaite & Mondada, 2020). It reflects 
about sensorial engagements with distant entities – typically through vision and hearing – vs. with closer 
entities – typically through touch and taste (Fele 2016; Libermann 2013). It reflects about the interplay of 
the visible and the invisible (Nishizaka 2011) and the oculocentric regime of many activities. It explores 
these sensorial engagements within work settings, where they constitute forms of professional sensoriality 
(cf. professional vision, Goodwin 1994; and professional touch, Mondada 2020, Nishizaka 2016; e.g. such as 
vision and touch in health practices) as well as within ordinary mundane practices (such as tasting in the 
kitchen). 
 
The aim of the panel is to both reflect about the conceptualization of multisensoriality as an interactional 
phenomenon and to explore empirically how sensoriality can be studied in detail, using video data and 
multimodal methodologies within an EMCA mentality. 
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Embodiment and spatiality in instructional settings 
 
Dr Pilvi Heinonen, Dr Ulla Karvonen, Dr Teppo Jakonen, Dr Kreeta Niemi 

Recent conversation analytic work has shown the crucial role of embodied conduct such as gaze, 
gestures, touch and utilization of material objects in various interactional settings involving the 
instruction of skills and knowledge. Such instructional settings include, for instance, classrooms 
(Lindwall & Ekström 2012; Routarinne et al. 2020; Heinonen, Karvonen & Tainio 2020; Jakonen 
2020), dance classes (Keevallik 2010), theater rehearsals (Savijärvi & Ihalainen 2021), music 
education (Nishizaka 2006, 2017; Reed 2020), and sports coaching (Evans & Reynolds 2016; Meyer 
& Wedelstaedt 2017; Råman & Haddington 2018). Despite the increased analytical focus on 
embodiment, the interactional consequences of physical space in instructional activities has thus 
far received less scholarly attention, even though we know from other kinds of interactional 
settings that the spatial arrangement of participants' bodies and mutual awareness of each other's 
bodily presence are key aspects of face-to-face interaction (Goffman 1964; Mondada 2009, 2011, 
2013). 

The aim of this panel is to re-think and conceptualize the relationship between space and 
embodiment in the interactional order of instructional settings, including formal learning 
environments such as schools, universities and workplace education, as well as non-formal learning 
environments such as sports clubs, amateur orchestras and other instructed recreational activities. 
In recent years, the material and spatial ecology of instructional settings has changed significantly. 
Alongside changes in the physical arrangements of instructional environments (e.g. ‘open learning 
spaces’), various digital technologies have become more prominent resources for participants to 
construct interactional spaces (Mondada 2013) and action in instructional settings. Digital 
technologies afford novel bodily and spatial configurations not only in face-to-face situations; they 
also enable collaboration between participants from different physical locations and by means of 
various semiotic systems. In addition to video-mediated ‘fully’ remote instruction, there has been 
an increase in synchronous hybrid instruction that combines face-to-face and remote instruction 
by way of various video conferencing platforms and devices. Technology mediated interaction 
creates new possibilities but also challenges for the organization of interaction and presents a need 
to consider how these spatialities work as resources for situated instructional action. We invite 
contributions that focus on the role and relevance of the physical and/or virtual space and 
embodiment for interaction in instructional settings. The contributions may address but are not 
limited to topics such as: 

1. How do the participants establish and negotiate instructionally relevant interactional spaces 
using different resources (physical and virtual space, talk, embodiment, material and digital 
artifacts)? 
 How are instructional actions organized using multimodal resources in different physical 

and virtual spaces? 
 How is the availability of a shared physical space, or asymmetrical access to it, 

consequential for participation, sense of social presence, and ways of using embodied and 
spatio-material resources in instructional interaction? 
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Embodiment in action formation and ascription 
Ms Alexandra Gubina, Professor Arnulf Deppermann 
 

For a long time, the notion of ‘action’ in CA has relied on the study of verbal turns at talk. However, 
in light of the embodied turn (Nevile 2015), research within CA/IL has increasingly demonstrated 
how embodied resources can be used to build, project, and disambiguate social actions (e.g., 
Fox/Heinemann 2019; Goodwin 2000; Heath/Luff 2021; Hoey 2018, 2020; Kamunen 2018, 2019; 
Mondada 2014; Pekarek Doehler 2019; Rossi 2014; Rossi/Zinken 2016). Building on this research, 
this panel will inquire into the role of the body in action formation and ascription. It will ask how the 
study of embodied action broadens our understanding of what actions are and how they are built 
multimodally.  

Specifically, the panel will address the following questions: 

1. When do participants orient to the embodied conduct of the Other in an accountable way and 
ascribe actions (or intentions) to the Other’s embodied conduct (Heath 2014)? What practices are 
used to display such action-ascriptions?  

 How do verbal and embodied actions relate to each other in terms of units of action (Szczepek 
Reed/Raymond 2013)? When are embodied resources used as contextualization cues, or 
projection devices, which disambiguate or modulate the meaning of their turn-at-talk building 
up a composite action (Enfield 2009)? When are they used and treated as social actions in their 
own right instead? 

 In which ways and for which uses can embodied action constitute a layer of actions with a larger 
scope than verbal actions (e.g., a posture continuing over a whole sequence, Streeck 2018) vs. 
a smaller action that is inserted into or appended to individual verbal actions (Ford et al. 2012)? 

  (How) does the temporal coordination of embodied action and talk (Deppermann/Streeck 
2018) affect action formation and ascription? 

 What affordances make specific types of embodied conduct (e.g., embodied displays of trouble; 
Kendrick/Drew 2016; Lerner/Raymond 2021), which might be seen as non-communicative 
behaviour, interactionally relevant and what interactional factors play a role in how such 
conduct is treated by co-participants in the subsequent context? (How) can such displays be 
conceptualized within the frame of the sequential organization of interaction?  

 When do participants use embodied conduct as displays of epistemic and deontic rights and for 
enacting agency (e.g., Deppermann/Gubina 2021; Rossi/Stivers 2021; Tuncer/Haddington 2020; 
Zinken 2015)?   

Pursuing these questions, the panel aims at exploring if/how the study of embodied conduct may 
lead to refinements and re-conceptualizations of key notions of CA, like action, unit, different types 
of sequences, sequentiality, (sequential) position, adjacency pair, and agency.  

We invite contributions that deal with embodied conduct, its interactional functions and 
methodological approaches and challenges of studying embodied conduct in mundane and 
institutional talk-in-interaction. 



34 
Managing the unsaid in interaction: linguistic and interactional resources 
for not saying something 
 
Professor Richard Ogden, Dr Marina Cantarutti 
 
In interaction we act on what is said explicitly without relying on the spelling out of every single action 
(Heritage, 1984; Raymond & Gill, 2021), but also on the “unsaid” (Bolden, 2010) — things that are relevantly 
not said but are hinted at, projected but then withheld or suspended, or whose slot is occupied in non-
lexical ways. Such moments can be oriented to and brought to the surface of interaction, and thus turned 
into “conversables” and accountables in many different ways. 
 
The “unsaid” may be a matter of withholding or suspending “unsayables” (Sacks, 1992) in the face of 
projected social risks associated with delicacy, propriety, or adequacy. While unvoiced or not verbalised, 
things that are unsaid are generally projected by the linguistic and embodied design of the turn (e.g. see 
Aldrup et al., 2021; Lerner, 2013; Li, 2021; Ogden 2020, 2021); and co-participants orient to them in a 
variety of ways – sometimes explicitly, sometimes by e.g. recycling elements of the design of the prior turn. 
What is “unsaid” can also be an attribute or assumption that may be treated as being embedded within a 
just-produced action, and then made explicit and topicalised in a response through denials or repair, making 
a co-participant accountable for its production (Ehrlich & Sidnell, 2006; Sacks, 1992; Zinken & Küttner, 
2022). 
 
This panel focuses on linguistic and bodily behaviours which have a role to play particularly in moments 
where participants draw on non-verbal practices instead of saying something; or treat what has just been 
said as implying or assuming something that was left implicit and which is now being brought to the surface 
in the current turn. 
 
We invite papers that unveil and describe different practices for managing what is “unsaid”: how such 
moments are designed, where they are sequentially located, and how they are interactionally managed. We 
aim to develop a deeper understanding of how such things may be designedly “lurking” in interaction; how 
participants make sense of what is unsaid; and how we establish forms of interactional grounding for 
phenomena which are below the surface. The panel will feature studies on different kinds of practices that 
manage the “unsaid” to address questions such as: 
1. how and when things go unsaid, such as the failure or inadequacy of language, cognitive challenges, or 

delicacy and propriety; 
 the linguistic and sequential organisation of occasions something noticeably goes unsaid, e.g. to 

avoid an unverbalised but nonetheless oriented-to impropriety; 
 the use of non-verbal responses in sequential positions where a response is projected; 
 how participants are held to account for unsaid, unsayable, un-verbalised actions. 
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From polarization to transcending differences: Exploring the “fingerprint” 
of conflict and dialogue  
 
Ms Lotte van Burgsteden, Dr. Elliott Hoey, Professor Hedwig Te Molder 
 
Central to the CA perspective is viewing intersubjectivity as an ongoing practical achievement enabled by 
the procedural infrastructure of interaction. Most CA work on the topic, though, has focused on 
intersubjective processes in relatively cooperative environments. This panel focuses instead on polarized 
interactions. The aim in doing so is to examine (1) practices that make conflictual interactions recognizable 
as such, for example in terms of sequence organization and turn design, and (2) practices used to transcend 
differences in these circumstances. Renewed interest in this topic emerges from the urgent need to address 
increased polarization in democratic societies (e.g., Hung & Chen, 2020) and the possibility for CA to 
uniquely contribute in this regard by documenting how persons productively engage with one another in 
polarized settings. 
 
CA research on conflict talk (e.g., Coulter, 1990; Clift & Pino, 2020; Reynolds, 2015; Van Burgsteden & Te 
Molder, 2021; Whitehead et al., 2018) has, for instance, demonstrated how participants pursue conflict by 
insisting on differences or challenging others. What remains underexplored is the countervailing force: 
where people try to overcome their differences as the basis for managing their relationships. Prior research 
in this area has largely been restricted to settings with an institutional remit to address interpersonal 
conflict, such as in mediation (e.g., Stokoe & Sikveland, 2016). This panel seeks to build on studies of conflict 
talk by expanding the range of settings under examination in its focus on what participants themselves treat 
as ways to transcend their differences. For instance, recent research (Van Burgsteden et al., 2022, in press) 
has identified one way in which “dialogue” unfolds in public meetings, starting with institutional actors’ 
queries which retroactively address citizens’ evident troubles.    
 
For the panel, we invite papers (eight maximum) with a focus on the mundane management of self-other 
relations in polarized interactions. Its key contributions will be the following: i) an expansion of our 
empirical reach into the range of settings where polarized interactions occur; ii) a reexamination of the 
practices by which participants produce conflict; and iii) a documentation of the various practices by which 
participants productively manage their differences and understandings of the world.
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Using Conversation Analysis for examining extended timeframes and 
identifying overall structural organisations 
Dr Anna Vatanen, Dr Mirka Rauniomaa 
 
This panel brings together studies that explore and discuss the use of Conversation Analysis for 
analysing timeframes that are more extended than those usually scrutinised with the CA method. 
The concerted aim of the panellists is to explore the boundaries of the CA method, potentially 
broadening its applicability. The studies ask: In which way can the CA method and especially the 
idea of overall structural organizations be applied to studying continuous extended timeframes? 
Examples of such timeframes include single interactional events (e.g., medical visits and other 
institutional encounters; see, e.g., Robinson 2003), other sessions lasting several hours, and even 
entire days. Papers in the panel may investigate any type of setting; however, focusing on everyday 
situations is encouraged. One of the first pivotal findings in CA was that what something in 
interaction (such as words, sentences, or bodily behavior) “means” or “does” depends on where 
and when it occurs (e.g., Schegloff 2010). Research so far has thoroughly documented the 
significance of the immediate local context (such as turn or sequence), but the role of larger 
contexts remains under-explored. Studies of some larger structural organizations have typically 
examined relatively short passages of interactional conduct and, moreover, mostly the boundaries 
of units, such as openings or closings of conversations, or activity transitions. Due to the general 
focus on the micro level, however, most CA works pay little attention to or even entirely neglect 
how interactional conduct relates to larger organizational structures (Robinson 2013).  
Overall structural organizations are crucial components of culture and types of interactional context 
that shape and constrain the ways in which participants (inter)act with and understand each other 
(Robinson 2013). The panel contributions aim at finding out the structural organizations that 
participants in different interactional settings orient to and the ways in which they display this 
orientation. Earlier literature suggests that such organizations may include ‘activities’ (Betz, 
Taleghani-Nikazm & Golato 2020; Heritage & Sorjonen 1994; Levinson 1992), ‘projects’ (Levinson 
2013; Linell 2009), and ‘routines’ (Sirota 2006). What other organizations are there (cf. Sacks 
1992:354 on ‘large packages’)? More generally, what kind of timeframes are possible to be viewed 
as having an overall structural organization – and thus as coherent units whose parts hang together? 
How long can these units last? Understanding the role of overall structural organizations for social 
interaction will also advance knowledge on the overarching issues of action formation and 
ascription; that is, how interaction participants rely on overall structural organizations to get actions 
understood in particular ways.  Because of its analytical scope, the panel is somewhat close to the 
‘(micro-)longitudinal’ and ‘developmental’ CA studies that focus on learning and development 
processes (e.g., Deppermann & Pekarek Doehler 2021; Pekarek Doehler, Wagner & Gonzalez-
Martinez 2018; Wootton 1997). These studies provide useful ways of exploiting the CA method over 
a long timeframe. The aim of this panel is not, however, to document a change over time, but rather 
to uncover the practices with which the participants organize and orient to an extended timeframe. 
The panel will be open to all interested scholars and consist of max. 8–12 papers. The discussant in 
the panel will be Jeffrey Robinson.  
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Navigating trust and distrust: Manifesting and negotiating (dis)trust in 
interaction 
 
Dr Ann Merrit Rikke Nielsen, Professor Mie Femoe Nielsen, Dr Sabine Jørgensen 

 
EM/CA’s interest in the social organization of trust dates back to Garfinkel (1963), who considered 
trust to be closely linked to adherence to social norms and saw it as the foundation of all 
interaction. In EM/CA González-Martínez’ introduced the concept ‘practical trust’ in her study of 
(dis)trust and the production of trust in judicial hearings (2001, 2003) and in collaboration with 
Mlynář further developed and defined it as “an observable practical phenomenon of order, 
continuously achieved in situ” (2019: 58). Some key examples of EM/CA studies of some aspects of 
trust or trusting, often in the context of distrust, include Rawls’ and David’s (2005) study of 
otherness and the achievement of trust in cross-race interaction; Kuroshima’s (2010) study of the 
construction of affiliative chef-customer relationships in Japanese restaurants; Koschmann et al.'s 
(2011) study of interactional displays of trust during a surgical procedure; and Clifton’s study 
(2012) of displays of epistemic primacy as a display of trustworthiness and the subsequent trust as 
a local achievement. For more examples see Antaki et al., (2007); Jørgensen, (2017); Kaneyasu & 
Iwasaki, (2017). Examples of ethnomethodological work on (dis)trust include e.g. Watson (2009, 
2014), Tůma et al. (2020), and Jarske, 2016). In recent EM/CA studies on trustworthiness and thus 
by proxy on trust MF.Nielsen & AMR.Nielsen (2022) and MF.Nielsen (2016, forth) argue that 
specific interactional features are potentially identifiable as displays or indicators of achievement 
or negotiation of trust. Nielsen & Nielsen approach the local construction of trustworthiness as a 
members concern that participants orient to via e.g. their use of object-side vs subject-side 
accounts, pass-able vs question-able treatment of interactional contributions, and open displays of 
benefactive status to mention a few.  For this panel we invite papers that aim to explore trust and/or 
distrust as interactional phenomena across various everyday and institutional settings and in contexts of 
e.g. negotiations between compliance and resistance, voluntary and forced collaborations, and different 
forms of asymmetry. Although primarily interested in empirical studies of social interaction, we also invite 
contributors to address theoretical questions from an EM/CA perspective.  How and when trust and 
distrust are displayed in interaction and the relational, procedural and organizational/sequential 
consequences hereof are the big overall questions framing this panel.  
Examples of questions exploring aspects of this could be:  
 
1. How can trust and distrust be explored as interactional phenomena?  

 How are trusting relations interactionally negotiated? 
 What are the key indicators of trusting actions in encounters of collaboration? 
 What are the key indicators of distrusting actions in encounters of resistance?  
 How is distrust manifested in asymmetrical interactions e.g. in encounters of law 

enforcement? 
 How is (dis)trust manifested in, e.g., in social service or counselling encounters? 
 How do we differentiate between trust, lack of trust and distrust on an interactional level?  
 Is it possible to identify an emic orientation to trust in social encounters without a 

preceding negotiation of trust or trustworthiness?   
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Health-in-Interaction: Discursive Psychological Perspectives 
 

Assistant Professor Bogdana Huma, Professor Alexa Hepburn, Professor Hedwig Te Molder, Dr Petra 
Sneijder 
 

Discursive psychology (DP) and conversation analysis (CA) are two highly compatible approaches that share 
an interest in documenting how social order is practically accomplished in and through language and 
embodied conduct. In particular, DP focuses on how psychological words and displays are invoked, made 
relevant, and dealt with in everyday social interactions. Often, DP studies reveal how psychological 
phenomena previously thought to originate within individual minds, such as displaying pain (La & 
Weatherall, 2020), producing empathic responses (Ford & Hepburn, 2021), or claiming knowledge or 
expertise about a medical condition (Versteeg & te Molder, 2018) are public and collaborative 
accomplishments, deployed to achieve particular interactional outcomes. 

Without doubt, psychological issues are frequently interwoven in the performance of many 
activities comprised in settings where healthcare is provided or where health-related topics come alive. For 
example, often, patients and healthcare practitioners are required to discuss delicate topics, like sexual 
health (Kelder et al., 2021) or chronic pain (Stinesen et al., 2021), that are bound up with rather undesirable 
patient identities and tread on access to different types of expertise, such as experiential and certified 
knowledge (Versteeg & te Molder, 2021). Furthermore, what counts as a legitimate health concern 
(Flinkfeldt, 2011) or an authentic medical condition (Horne & Wiggins, 2009) is negotiated by individuals in 
situ, in the course of taking part in a wide range of interactions like doctor-patient consultations, calls to 
health helplines, public (televised) debates about public health policies, mealtime conversations, or illness 
blogs to name only a few. 

This panel invites papers that focus on how psychological topics are implicated in discussing, debating, 
or negotiating issues around health and healthcare. Contributions could focus on (but are not limited to): 

 How delicate topics involving the management of potentially undesirable identities and 
asymmetries in knowledge and expertise are dealt with by healthcare practitioners and patients 

 How psychological topics, such as social motives, are invoked to construct or undermine particular 
versions of healthiness, and (un)safety of public health interventions 

 How psychological constructs such as certain identities and moralities (e.g., being a ‘good’ citizen 
or being a ‘responsible’ parent) are mobilised by participants in their accounts for accepting or 
rejecting particular healthcare interventions  

 How psychological orientations (emotions, opinions, intentions) and phrases (e.g., “it’s your 
choice”) are acted out and formulated in the production of shared healthcare decisions. 
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Disfluency as methodical practices for interaction 

Associate Professor Tomoyo Takagi, Associate Professor Emi Morita 

Although disfluency in human verbal communication has often been considered an epiphenomenon of 
cognitive load in speech production, and associated with difficulties in the planning process, many 
conversation analytic studies have proven that such disfluencies in speech are orderly, and thus available to 
both the speaker and the recipient as interactional resources (e.g., Schegloff, Jefferson & Sacks, 1977; 
Goodwin, 1980; Schegloff, 2010). Clearly, this orderliness is made observable against the backdrop of the 
strong and general preference for progressivity in interaction (Stivers & Robinson, 2006). Such ‘disfluency’ 
can be seen as a second-order orderliness that is recognizable as deviancy from the robust preference for 
the smooth progress of interaction. Such ‘deviancy’ makes the intersubjective understanding of “why that 
(i.e., disfluency) now” particularly salient and critical in its implementation. 
 
This panel aims to further pursue this line of argument and productively extend it by suggesting that what 
has been so far studied as ‘disfluency’ in interaction can be seen as methodical practices that deal with 
fundamental issues in human interaction. One expected panel contribution will explore one of the most 
common types of disfluency in Japanese everyday conversation, i.e., a “filled pause” in which so-called 
“filler”-like items are used, to show that these items are differentially deployed to delicately calibrate the 
current actions by reference to the sequential/within-turn positions and situations in which they appear. 
Another contribution will examine disfluencies in mundane conversations among stutterers. It will first 
illustrate that the very phenomenon of stuttering becomes conspicuous and recognizable as such vis-à-vis 
the general preference for progressivity in interaction, smooth turn-transition and turn-construction in 
particular. However, it will also show that the stutterers incorporate into their talk “normative ways of being 
disfluent,” e.g., the use of filler-like items and sound stretches used among non-stutterers, to move their 
interaction forward. Yet another contribution will analyze the intricate ways in which ‘disfluencies’ are used 
to display the participants’ discreetness in producing delicate actions in medical settings such as patients' 
requesting treatment. 
 
Through examining such activities across various interactional settings, the panel contributors will showcase 
the ways in which disfluencies are used as interactional resources. Furthermore, we will explore the 
possibility that disfluency is not merely one of the many resources available to participants to help finely 
organize their interactions, but also can serve as part of the very infrastructure for making various actions 
and activities in human interaction possible: e.g., calibrations of certain actions are made possible by the co-
occurrence of certain filler-like items; conversations among stutterers are at least partially made possible by 
the use of "fillers," sound stretches, etc.; and that participants’ recognition of the delicateness of the matter 
in a medical setting is mutually understood through the use of disfluency. All of these indicate that 
disfluency is indispensable for realizing the breadth and depth of real-time human interaction.
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CA and Healthcare Encounters: State-of-the-method 
 
Dr Rebecca Barnes, Professor Ruth Parry 

 

This panel reviews the growth, application, and future prospects of conversation analytic research on 
healthcare encounters across diverse contexts, languages and cultures.  
   

Over the last 50 years, conversation analytic studies have examined a wide range of practical problems and 
dilemmas faced by patients, companions, and professionals in healthcare encounters. Studies have 
contributed novel - often radical - insights into: sociological debates such as those on dominance and 
asymmetry; consumer reformist agendas; and the interactional consequences and enactment (or not) of 
policies and new technologies ‘in the wild’ (1). Building on past reviews of CA in healthcare (2-6), we present 
up-to date reviews of findings from applied studies of particular healthcare settings or populations. Besides 
reviewing existing findings and methodological advances, we will map both coverage and gaps in 
methodological, linguistic and cultural diversity, then propose new directions for both comparisons and 
advances. Key themes will include matters of diversity and inclusion in the CA research field, cross-
pollination between CA and more commonly used healthcare research methods, and CA’s contribution now 
and in the future to people’s real world healthcare concerns and needs. 
    
We invite state-of-the-method reviews of conversation analytic research in healthcare focused upon 
particular contexts. These reviews may include but are not restricted to primary care, secondary care and 
emergency care; different patient groups and specialties; and different modalities including face-to-face, 
telephone and computer-mediated. Contributions should consider historical and current research findings, 
extent and gaps in linguistic and cultural diversity, issues for reflection and the future of conversation 
analytic studies of healthcare encounters in their chosen area.  
 
Several reviews have already been commissioned, we will accept 8 papers. Experienced discussants will 
form an integral part of the panel to identify common themes and prospects for future developments.  
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Interactional histories and Conversation Analysis 
 
Professor Arnulf Deppermann, Professor Pentti Haddington 

The hallmark of conversation analysis (CA) is to approach social interaction as a sequentially organized 
phenomenon (Schegloff 2007). Although the history of CA offers a robust stock of findings that give 
evidence for how the sequential order of social organization provides for the infrastructure of 
intersubjectivity in social interaction (Heritage 1984), there are still other temporal orders that matter to 
the constitution of action in interaction. One such order are interactional histories that reach beyond the 
sequence (Deppermann 2018). Interactional histories can encompass different time frames: micro-histories 
span over a series of consecutive sequences within an interactional event (e.g., consecutive rehearsals of 
the same task); more extended interactional histories connect different interactional events (e.g., therapy 
sessions, family interaction, cooperative professional work), which may be remote in time to different 
degrees, ranging from the same day up to years. 

The study of interactional histories complements the sequential perspective by tracking the history of the 
emergence of interactional structures and their change over time, for example, turn design, task 
performance and shared routines. In this way, it allows us to answer the question “why that now (in this 
way)” by reference to sources and experiences from a longer time span that participants draw on in order to 
design their actions. In contrast to the wider longitudinal perspective on interaction (Pekarek Doehler et al. 
2018; Pekarek Doehler & Deppermann 2021), interactional histories more specifically concern the ways in 
which a shared (prior) experience among participants facilitates and constrains their (future) actions. 
Therefore, the notions of “common ground”, on which participants can draw with specific co-interactants, 
“recipient design”, which builds on prior shared experiences, and “community of practice”, which emerges 
by virtue of sustained interactional exchanges, are key for the analysis of interactional histories and the 
ways in which they affect action. 

The orientation to interactional histories is reflexively made available by participants’ indexical practices. 
Various linguistic practices, for example, quotations, anaphora and definite reference, abbreviations, 
partner-specific expressions, and argument omission, index a shared experience and the expectation that 
recipients will be able to use this experience when interpreting and responding to an action.   

The panel invites contributions to the study of interactional histories which 

·    analyze interactional histories of (the emergence of) an interactional phenomenon over time, 

·    analyze how interactional histories are indexed in turn design and action formation, 

·    discuss the methodological requirements and challenges of studying interactional histories within 
the context of CA (e.g., concerning data sampling, proof procedures, the explanatory value of 
interactional histories). 


