198

ULIANA M. KIMSTACH

Independent Researcher, Moscow, Russia

NiLs KLOWAIT

RANEPA, Moscow, Russia
ORCID: 0000-0002-7347-099X

MARIA A. EROFEEVA

RANEPA, Moscow, Russia
ORCID: 0000-0002-0874-5272

Talking without a Voice: Virtual
Co-Speakership in an Educational
Webinar

doi: 10.22394/2074-0492-2021-4-198-216

Abstract:

The following paper analyzes the interactional shifts precipitated by the
pandemic induced turn to telepresence. Using the framework of multimodal
conversation analysis, we analyze a videorecording of a webinar organized by
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the Psychological Service of Moscow. In thisspecific case, webinar participants
had unequally distributed interactional resources; only one participant was
able tospeak, whileall other participants could only participate through a text-
based chat. We focus on a change of the course of action where the instructor’s
monologic presentation transitions to a question-answer interaction. We
highlight the way the single speaker organizes the transition from these
structurally dissimilar participation frameworks. A key feature of the move
from monologue to question-response is a self-initiated interruption: another
participant’s diachronic chat message is deployed as a synchronic overlap by
orienting to a virtual second speaker. Thus, we document a case where one
speaker chooses to give a voice to a voiceless participant. The work contributes
to studies of educational interaction by providing insights on the work that
goes into the transition between interactional formats in telemediated
asymmetrical ecologies. Our work opens up discussions about the interfacing
between different modalities as a locally emergent phenomenon, and how
new interactional ecologies create a fertile substrate for hitherto unfamiliar
forms of talking, embodiment, and local sequential ordering. The work
thus also contributes to research that highlights the non-passive role of the
‘listener’, which is reflected in the active speaker’s orientation to the listener’s
active contribution to ongoing talk.

Keywords: video-mediated communication, classroom interaction studies,
telepresence, multimodality, conversation analysis, co-operative action,
distributed speakership, overlap.

VassiHa M. Kumcray', Huiabce KiaoBaiit?, Mapus A. Epodeena’

Be3MOJIBHBII Pa3sroBOp: KOHCTPYHUPOBaHHE BUPTYAIb-
HOro cobeceHIKa B 06pa3oBaTeIbHOM BeGHHape

Pestome:
TlaHZeMUs UHTeHCUGUIIMPOBAIa IIPOIECCHL «BUPTYaIU3aI[UM» COL[UATb-
HBIX OTHOIIEHUH 1 B3aUMOAEHCTBUMN. C TOUKU 3PEHUSI MUKPOCOITUOIOTUU

Kumcray YibsiHa MaKCHMOBHA — 6aKalaBp COI[MONIOTH Y, He3aBUCHMBIH UCCIIe-
noBaTelb. Hay4yHble MHTePeChl: MUKPOCOLMONOTHSI; MYIbTHMO/IaIbHBIN KOH-
BepcallOHHBIN aHanu3. Email: catoneck@gmail.com

KnoBaiiT HUIbC — HayYHBIN COTPYAHUK IleHTpa IIepCIeKTUBHBIX COIMAaTIbHBIX
uccnenoBaHud PAHXUI'C, CTapIIui HAyYHBINA COTPYAHUK MeX/TyHAPOLHOTO
IIeHTpa COBPeMEHHOM COLIMOJIOTHYeCKOU Teopruu MBIIICOH. HayuHble HHTEpe-
CBbI: MUKPOCOITVOIOT MsT; MYIBTUMOZIaIbHBIM KOHBEPCALlUOHHBIN aHATH3; TEXHO-
JIOTUY CMeUIaHHOW Y BUPTYaIbHON PealbHOCTH; UCCIe0BaHUS 06pa3oBaHus.
E-mail: nils.klowait@gmail.com

EpodeeBa Mapyst AeKCaHIPOBHA — KaHANU/AT COLMONIOTMYECKUX HAYK, HAy4-
HBIN COTPYLHUK LIeHTpa COIMOIOTMYECKUX UCCaefoBaHuM PAHXUTC, CTapIIuii
Hay4HBIM COTPYAHUK MeXIYHApPOAHOTO IIeHTPa COBPeMEeHHOM COITMONIOTIYe-
CcKOM Teopuu MBIIICOH. Hay4Hble HHTePeChl: MUKPOCOIIUOIOTUSI; MYIBTH-
MOZa/IbHBIM KOHBEPCAIIOHHBIM aHalN3; COIIMOIOTUSI TeXHOIOTUH; aKTOPHO-
ceTeBasi TEOPUSL; UCCIe0BaHUS 06pa3oBaHus. E-mail: erofeeva-ma@ranepa.ru

199


mailto:catoneck@gmail.com
mailto:nils.klowait@gmail.com
mailto:erofeeva-ma@ranepa.ru

200

Talking without a Voice: Virtual Co-Speakership in an Educational Webinar

STOT CABUT 03HAYAET MEPEXO]] OT CUTYAI[UH COIPUCYTCTBHUS K TEIECOIPU-
CYTCTBUIO, KOTOPBIN MMEET [IOCIeICTBUS IJIsl OPraHU3AI[UY TPUBBIYHBIX
MPAKTHUK, B YACTHOCTU 06y9eHUs. B CTaThe IIPOBOSUTCS MYIBTHUMOLATb-
HBIM aHAJIN3 B3aMMOJENCTBUS B paMKax 06pa3oBaTeIbHOr0 Be6uHapa
MOCKOBCKOH CJIYKObI TICHXOJOIMYeCKOM ITOMOIIY HaceleHU0. Ficcienye-
MBIY KeHC XapaKTepU3yeTCss aCUMMETPHEN NHTEPAKIIMOHHBIX PECYPCOB
YYaCTHUKOB: IEKTOP MOX€ET TOBOPUTD, B TO BPeMSI KaK CIyLIATENN MOTYT
06LIATHCSI TOMBKO C TIOMOIIBIO YaTa. AHATU3UPYEMbIH QParMeHT B3aUMO-
IeMCTBUS BKIIOYAET B ce6sl CMEHY Kypca HeHCTBUU IeKTOpa — Iepexon
OT MOHOJIOTA K OTBETY Ha BOIIPOC B 4aTe. 13-3a aCHMMeTPUU UHTEPAKIIU-
OHHBIX PECYPCOB eUHCTBEHHBIN CIIMKeD BBIHYXKJEH OpPraHU30BHIBAThH
4yepeLoBaHUe rOBOPAUINX. KII0ueBOH 0CO6eHHOCTHIO YIIOMSIHYTOTO IIepe-
X07ia SIBJIsIeTCsI caMollepe6UBaH1e, CTPYKTYPHO HAIlOMUHAIOIIee Bep6aib-
HOe HaJIOXKeHUe. [[MaXPOHHOE COOBIIEHUE B YaTe 3aIeHCTBYETCS TEKTOPOM
KaK CHHXDPOHHAS Pedyb, YTO AEMOHCTPUPYET €ro OPUEHTAL[HMIO Ha BUPTY-
anpHOro cobecegHuKa. TakuM 06pa3oM, JaHHBIN KeHC [T0KAa3bIBAeT, KaK
TIPOUCXOAUT IIepesiada yepeja 6e3MOIBHOMY y4acTHUKY. Hamra pa6ora
BHOCHT BKJIaJ| B MCCJIe[JOBAaHUS 06pa30BaTeIbHOI0 B3aMOZEHUCTBH S, T10-
CKOJIBKY $pOpMAT AZUCTAHIIMOHHOTO 06y4eHUS TPAaHCHOPMUPYET IIPUBBIU-
HbIe UHTEPAKIMOHHbIE peHOMeHbI. OHA OTKPBIBAET TUCKYCCHU O Iepe-
CeYeHUH Pa3IUYHbIX MOLATBHOCTEH B3aNMO/EHCTBUS, O BIUSIHUY HOBBIX
VHTEPAKI[MOHHBIX 9KOJIOTUH, TAKMX KaK Be6MHAPHI, Ha GOPMBI pasroBopa,
BOIUIOLIEHUS U TIOIep)KaHVe JTOKaJIbHOTO COIIMAIbHOro mopsigka. Tem
CcaMbIM Hallla paboTa TaKXe BHOCUT BKJIaJ B UCCIETOBAHUS, B KOTOPBIX
TIOJYEPKUBAETCS AKTUBHAS POJIb «CAyIIATeNsI». II0CTIeIHSSI BBIPAXKAETCS
B OPHUEHTAI[UY eJUHCTBEHHOrO TOBOPSIIIEr0 HA BHICKA3bIBAHUE 6€3MOJIB-
HOTO CcO6eceHUKA.

Kntouesvie cnoga: TeneKoHGepeHIINY, UCCIeLOBAHUS 06pa30BaTENIbHOTO
B3aMMO/IEMCTBUS, TEJIEIIPUCYTCTBUE, MYIBTUMOAAIBHOCTh, KOHBEPCALIU-
OHHBIN aHAJMU3, KO-OMEPALIUOHHOE AEUCTBYE, PACIIPEIeIeHHBIN CITUKED,
HaJIOXeHUe

In the time we live in right now the need for accomplishing tasks from
the comfort and safety of your home is needed more than ever: this is
true both due to the immediate changes brought about by the Covid-19
pandemic, but also due to the longer-term effects of a societal shift to-
wards work from home, teleconferencing and—to put it in Zhao’s terms
[2003]—telecopresence, our increasing ability to be socially together at a
distance. This shift has been in the making for decades, but it has argu-
ably picked up its pace due to the global crisis [Klowait 2019; Klowait,
Erofeeva 2019; Mondada et al. 2020].

The shift to greater digitalisation, virtualisation and telecopresence
has affected many spheres of modern life — work, study, food delivery,
virtual travels, and other forms of entertainment, such as cinema, bars,
libraries, etc. This large-scale, rapid move to telemediation also affected
an essential for many — psychological help, in forms of personal therapy
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or group therapy, or group informational webinars. While webinars may
not be a good fit for people in critical situations, they are still in demand
as a means of self-help if a personal therapy is not an option. The fol-
lowing paper will undertake an analysis of the interactional shifts pre-
cipitated by global events by investigating, in detail, the phenomenon
of virtual psychological webinars.

What’s Unique about Virtual Webinars?

Naturally, virtual webinars differ from group meetings in real life in
many aspects. Firstly, they are a space where a professional psycholo-
gist can shed light on some situation, condition, or specialist term. As
such, they are largely educational, rather than therapeutic, in nature.
However, many people attending such events have personal questions
and problems that they want a professional input on. And with a webi-
nar’s capability to have 120 attendees, there arises a problem of organ-
ising the participants to minimize disturbances to the speaker whilst
allowing attendees to speak their minds, ask relevant questions and
share experiences related to the topic of the discussion. In short, the
webinar organizers face the need to simultaneously support a one-to-
many lecture format whilst enabling a sense of telecopresence among
the non-presenting participants. This may be one of the reasons why
the webinars typically use a system where only the speaker can turn on
their camera and microphone—and share their screen—while others are
able to participate through a dedicated text-based chat. But, as effective
as this system may be, some problems in communication ensue due to
its peculiar configuration and distribution of multimodal interactional
resources such as gaze, gesture, prosody, body movement, etc.

The case that we are going to analyse in this work is taken from such
a psychological webinar. People have already adapted quite well to tel-
econferencing systems such as Zoom, Skype and Microsoft Teams. Yet,
in most of these cases, the interactional resources provided by the sys-
tem are equal for all involved: participants can speak through their mi-
crophone, display their webcam, or may even be allowed to share their
screen. This wealth of interactional resources arguably also contributes
to the smooth and timely accomplishment of the practical goals of the
participants, without the limitation of the interactional tools coming
to the foreground of the unfolding action. In our case, matters are quite
different: when most of the participants can use neither their body (e.g.
gaze, facial expressions, gestures) nor voice (e.g. spoken language, pros-
ody and intonation) to initiate or modify a course of action, the proce-
dures necessary for its production may extend over longer stretches of
time (for a programmatic treatment of interactionally constrained situ-
ations, see [Goodwin 1995]).
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We can highlight two principal features of our interactional situation
that may require more remedial work on the part of the participants.
First, in a virtual meeting the volume of all the speakers does not de-
pend on their proximity to one another — rather on microphone set-
tings, therefore making overlaps potentially more noticeable and more
damaging to the conversation. Moreover, the latency and background
noise may add to the difficulties. Secondly, a lot of the times participants
may not see the other person, due to either their choice to disable the
webcam, or due to the system not allowing it. This may increase the
difficulties for other participants. This issue has been picked up in a
recent review:

Intuitively, a face-to-face setting provides a richer repertoire of cues for
coordinating turn-taking than a conversation over the phone and could
therefore be expected to be more fluent. For example, seeing each others’
faces allows us to perceive gaze direction and facial expressions. How-
ever, studies that compare spoken interaction in video meetings with
voice-only interactions have not found any substantial differences when
it comes to the coordination of turn-taking (O’Conaill et al., 1993; Sellen,
1995). But when comparing video conferences to physical face-to-face
meetings, O’Conaill et al. (1993) found that the former had longer conver-
sational turns, fewer overlaps and backchannels, as well as more formal
mechanisms for shifting turns. Thus, it seems like the physical co-pres-
ence allows us to more easily pick up these visual cues and coordinate
turn-taking. [Skantze 2021: 6]

Thus, while the intuitive leap of ‘fewer interactional resources = greater
interactional effort’ appears to be less straightforwardly true, there is
some evidence for the greater difficulty of accomplishing certain tasks
when faced with diminished resources. That said, Skantze [2021] high-
lights that the assumption of a greater interactional complexity in medi-
ated environments should not be assumed, but rather substantiated in
the analysis of naturally occurring data.

This paper aims to contribute to ongoing research on this matter. The
following section will lay the conceptual groundwork for the subsequent
empirical analysis.

Conversation Analysis

CA (Conversation Analysis) is a framework of analysing naturally occur-
ring human talk and answering what kind of interactional resources
are deployed by participants to accomplish local social action [Sacks,
Schegloff, Jefferson 1974]. Building upon the conceptual framework of
ethnomethodology [Garfinkel 1967], CA is concerned with a kind of in-
teractional meta-analysis: understanding the methods participants use
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to analyse, comprehend, and change the situational normative micro-
structures for their own practical purposes. Due to a historic focus on
the analysis of recorded voice, CA originally focused on analysing talk as
action, with lexis, prosody, volume, pace, overlaps, etc. being treated as
parts of the interactant’s toolkit.

In recent times—and contemporaneously with the emergence of
more affordable means of producing videorecording [Heath, Hind-
marsh, Luff 2010]—CA has grown to include embodied, non-talk inter-
actional resources in their analyses. This methodological expansion
allowed them to analyse silent actions and take into account body
movement, gestures, gaze, position of participants in the space and so
on, in relation to—but independently from—talk [Goodwin 2000; Mon-
dada 2016, 2019).

More fundamentally, the shift towards multimodality [Mondada
2016], i.e. a focus on the study of how discrete interactional toolsets
may intersect and be used to accomplish parallel courses of action, had
a substantial impact on how CA treated temporality, sequentiality and
ultimately the analytical unit called the individual [Goodwin 2018]: if
a university professor could use their voice to deliver a lecture whilst
using their gaze to manage the students’ attention, there would be
hardly a good reason to subordinate one to the other. Moreover, if gaze
could be analyzed as action, how justified would be the exclusion of
the students’ gaze as a relevant contributor to the accomplishment of
lecturing? Thus, multimodal CA displays a keen awareness of distrib-
uted agency — starting from Goffman’s initial contributions in Footing
[Goffman 1979], and continuing in the work on co-operative action pio-
neered by Charles Goodwin [2006, 2018], and being actively developed
by contemporary scholars, particularly in the subfield of atypical inter-
action analysis, where differently-abled participants often accomplish
tasks in unison [Merlino 2018]. For example, when studying everyday
activities of people with intellectual disabilities, explore the concept of
‘relational autonomy’, i.e. “how the ability to have control and agency in
one’s life requires interdependence, not isolated independence” [Dowl-
ing et al. 2019: 2]. In other words, with the methodological loosening of
the individual as an acting unit, scholars are increasingly exploring the
way participants find themselves in ‘intertwined semiosis’ [Favareau
2018; Goodwin 2018], or a mutually-oriented, mutually-invoking col-
laborative meaning-making.

The shift towards this intertwined-ness makes multimodal CA a par-
ticularly good fit for telemediated interaction, where participants can
oftentimes find themselves equipped with unfamiliar or limited inter-
actional resources, and where resource asymmetries—such as the in-
ability for most participants to speak with a voice—may manifest with
regularity.
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The Local Ecology of the Webinar

Our focus will be on a case of multimodal interaction in VirtualRoom,
an online platform that is currently used by a psychological support
service for Moscow residents to hold regular webinars for anyone who
wants to attend it. All you need to do is register for a specific webinar of
your interest. The main focus will fall upon the situation that exists ex-
clusively in a virtual multimodal environment such as a webinar, where
the audio-video modality of the speaker intersects with the modality of
chat, in which attendees ask clarifying questions and share personal
opinions and experiences related to the webinar topic.

The recording was made on one of the governmental psychological
webinars. The website of the Psychological Service of Moscow has a tab
with all webinars, which are structured by date and time. When the
listener enters the webinar, they see a presentation window, a speaker’s
window, and a chat room that can be expanded or collapsed. The page
view followed below is how listeners see the webinar (fig. 1).

Pa3sroBopbl! X

@ s Chat {} -

KAPHLIA WPHT® _KypCus,

Fig.1. The layout of the webinar.

The number “42” indicates how many listeners there are currently
attending the webinar; blue and grey chat clouds are what is written
by you as a listener and by other attendees respectively. There are other
tools to use on this page, such as a “raise hand” button, a chatroom for
questions, settings, a full screen mode, etc. However, in our case only
the general chat window and speakers window will be most relevant to
the analysis.

The speaker presents their topic of choice, while at the same time
reacting to what is happening in the chat window. Only the speaker has
the ability to switch their video and audio on and off, switch slides and
give permission to download the presentation. Listeners, on the other
hand, can only write into the chat and wait for the presenter’s reaction
once the presenter reads the message. While sometimes specific time
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periods are reserved for questions, at other times the questions may be
entirely ignored (accidentally or on purpose) — this matter is entirely
up to the speaker.

Now, with the understanding of the setting and the approach, we
can present and analyse the case at hand itself. In our chosen fragment,
the speaker coordinates a sequentially peculiar change to her course
of action [Schegloff 2007]. Transitioning from a monologic lecturing
format after a 2-second silence, the speaker re-orients to a request for
clarification that had appeared in the chat at a prior point. This brings
about marked changes in the embodied conduct of the speaker. Most
peculiarly, the transition itself appears to be produced as an interruption
by a virtual second speaker, where the lecturer’s re-orientation to the chat
‘interrupts’ the current course of action. The following section will ex-
plore the production of this virtual spoken interruption.

Constructing the Virtual Co-Speaker in Monologic
Telecommunication

We are now equipped to tackle our case by demonstrating and explain-
ing how a change in the current course of action occurs. For conventions
of transcription see appendix as well as [Jefferson 2004, Mondada 2019a].

First, we are going to look at the features of the embodied production
of the monologic lecturing format that preceded the change.

The case starts with the conclusion of the short monologue, a re-
sponse to the question in line 1. A second after the start, right at the
end of the word ‘ctpax’ (fear), a comment is sent to the chat, which the
speaker, for now, does not see, as she does not shift her eyes from her
web camera as if talking directly to the audience.

Transcript 1.

ig.1l fig.2 fig.3
1.>ro ecTe< cTp!A!+x+ Tor!o!, mro m!m:!, a:, n!o!n!y:!unﬁ.(.)! litelcom >
meaning that the fear of what we will get if
thu! 'hd! 'hd! 'hu! 'hd! !-hu! !hr!
+1+

1: the comment goes at 01.060

fig.1(02.360) £ig.2(02.870) £ig.3(03.620)
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Head Movement

The embodied features of the first course of action are expressed in the
speaker’s cadence and head movement. During the monologic phase,
the cadence is regular and supplemented by a rhythmic, regular mo-
tion of the head. This can be seen in Transcript 1. A series of head move-
ments indicated by exclamation marks and two letters (hu — head
up; hd — head down; hr — head right; hl — head left; hj — head jerk)
follow her words. Head movements feature as a frequent embodied
component in conversation and can be used by participants to accom-
plish a multitude of actions, such as emphasis, feedback, turn-taking
management and more [Otsuka, Tsumori 2020]. In our case we can see
that the head movements follow the speech pattern, with the peak of
the movement landing to the stress of some more meaningful words.
The head moves from the up position to the down position and then
all the way up, even past the initial position. This is called ‘batonic’
movement: “The speaker’s body movements are rhythmically coordi-
nated with the articulated segmentation of his/her speech.” [Otsuka,
Tsumori 2020: 217172].

The batonic head movement, however, does not always have the
rhythmic ‘up and down’ pattern. As we can see in the transcript 2 in
line 3, the speaker’s head moves diagonally down, followed up right after
with a jerk to the speaker’s left. The head movements, apart from being
batonic, visualise the difference between the first part of the recording,
intermediate silent sequence and the second part, as the distinct head
movements, following the words, is not observed anywhere but the first
part of the fragment.

Transcript 2.

2. ne cn'e'naem g'emo! c!'nM'm!ko!m Ben'ux! mns 'mac! !(0.3)! o >
don’t do the deed is too much for us then
thj! 1=hd, , £thl. Jhj! thd! thd! 1-=<hu,!
fig.4 fig.5 fig.6

3. m'or'uBAumst y Hac 6lymer (0.3)! m'mus!x!osn!
motivation will be low

thd! thu-------- ! thd! !hj!

£ig.4(09.460) £ig.5(09.720) £ig.6(09.910)
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It stands to reason that the organization of a batonic ‘punctuation’ of a
stream of talk is aided by a particularly persistent claim to the floor: the
speaker, being able to anticipate an uninterrupted, cadentially regular,
sequence of talk may recruit their body as a way to amplify the talk be-
ing produced.

Silent Sequence

We enter a silent sequence in line 4 (transcript 3) which later proved to
be transitional.

Transcript 3.
4. (0.3)*(0.8)&(1.0)&*
fig7
F e STUE L@ S = mm - - m o mm o [~———== = B
£ig8
[¢raises brow-------—————---—————- &

£fig.7(10.130-11.840) £ig.8(10.880-11.840)

Silence can hold different meanings and achieve different actions,
depending on the locality of the case.

Within Conversation Analysis, silence has been categorized in different
ways, as the absence of talk at different sequential locations with respect
to the organization of turns (Hoey, 2017). An intra-turn silence occurring
in the middle of a turn, before its completion and before a transition-rel-
evance point TRP' is reached, is a pause; an inter-turn silence that occurs
within a TRP is a gap; and an extended silence after a TRP is a lapse. [Mon-
dada 2019b]

While a prolonged silence of two seconds may be treated as problematic
in everyday interactions, the institutional character of our case casts
doubt on this silence’s threat to progressivity — an orientation to make
progress in conversation with each turn [Schegloff 1980]. The instructor

1 TRP (transition-relevance place) is a place where the utterance comes to a
possible completion, and the conversation can move to the next point [Sacks et
al. 1974].
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holds the floor, both in their role as the instructor, and in the asym-
metrical distribution of interactional resources.

The silence may be explained with a reference to a number of situ-
ational features. Firstly, the talk reached a presumable sequence com-
pletion — in line 3 the intonation drops, followed by a still pose of an-
ticipation. The speaker has answered the question, stated their point,
and is now waiting for the response that the answer is received and
accepted. She locks eyes with the camera, as if to look like she is lock-
ing eyes with the audience, which creates a mutual gaze called a “gaze
window”, which is “a strong cue for eliciting responses from listeners”
[Ferre, Renaudier 2017]. Moreover, she smiles and shortly after raises
brows (transcript 4), while holding still and maintaining the gaze win-
dow. These facial expressions, combined with the pose, indicate that she
is assuming a waiting mode.

Backchanneling

Backchanneling describes feedback from the listeners that is used to
indicate, usually with short utterances, such as ‘uh huh’ and ‘mm hmm’,
and nods, that the speaker is being listened to [Clark, Krych 2004]. Thus,
a backchannel is an essential communication channel between a speak-
er and a listener. Under most circumstances, speakers tend to orient to
some form of backchannel to know that they are not talking aimlessly
into the void, especially when the speaker’s purpose is to educate.

In our specific case, there were diminished resources for backchan-
neling due to the sparse set of interactional resources made available to
the non-talking participants: with their resources being concentrated in
the written chat, their ability to generate immediate backchanneling is
hindered, with a textual response typically taking more than two sec-
onds to compose. One way for the chat to provide some sort of backchan-
nel is to present relevant questions and comments when they are due,
and to provide responses when the speaker prompts the chat directly
(and specifically chooses to look at the responses).

It seems that in the present data, the lack of verbally produced
backchanneling is compensated by the aforementioned animation of
a speaker on the basis of a non-voiced textual contribution by a silent
participant.

Change of a Course of Action

The visible re-orientation initiates a change in the course of action in
line 5. After the disruption in the flow of talk — the prolonged silence in
the place where the backchannel should have been — the speaker’s talk,
cadence, and body work is notably transformed (transcript 4).
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Transcript 4.

fig.9 fig.10
5. M DTO OUEHB BaXHEI MO=MEHT (0.4)

and that’s a really important moment

£ig.9(12.030) £ig.10(13.070)

With an increased volume, that can be seen in the first two words in
line 5, the speaker launches into a generic gap-filling phrase “and that’s
areally important moment”. In the middle of the word “moment” in line
5 her gaze shifts to the approximate direction of the chat window on her
screen (line 6). She then proceeds to hold the gaze there for quite a while.

While the gaze is on the chat (lines 6-9) marks the likely moment when
the speaker becomes aware of the comment that was sent in the first sec-
ond of the recording. Briefly, she still continues the phrase, saying “sTo
BaoToM caydae” (this in this case) in line 7, followed by a cough. As we can
see in transcript 5, the cough occurs in the middle of the phrase (line 7)
while the gaze is still locked on the chat, as she, presumably, starts read-
ing the comment, pursing her lips. The cough may be taken as a token
necessary for resolving a disjunctive change of a course of action [Couper-
Kuhlen 2004, that is an abrupt transition to a next sequence.

There is a long 2-second pause as she reads the comment. She does
not indicate what she is doing and why is there a pause. We may assume
that—at that point—she is still undecided whether she will continue
speaking or change her course of action towards answering the question
in the chat. After the silence, she proceeds with answering the question,
indicating that its content was taken as requiring elaboration.

The Answer

She rapidly answers “of course you can” in line 9, and without missing a beat
she incorporates the likely reference of the question (line 10) (transcript 6).
This incorporation may be necessary because 17 seconds have passed from
when the message was initially sent. Everyone can see the chat and the
messages within it, yet the speaker still feels the need to read it out loud,
likely to ensure that everyone can understand the new course of action.
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Transcript 5.

it o o M
7. >»7!o! B 3TOM cnyuae< (cou%gh) (2)
this in this case

Yha!

%$spinning in a chair------------------——- >12

fig.11(14.940-15.300)

Transcript 6.

9. >DKOHE=YHO MOXHO B=OT HJa BH mmumTe A MOX=HO BHCTaBUTbL

of course you can here yeah you ask can I create

--= =gaze--—-————-—-——-——-- =
10. caMoMy O=nNTMyM MO=TMBaLMM KOHEYWHO MOXHO< (inhale)
my own optimum motivation of course you can
=gaze----=
11. Ma c BaMm 06 3TOM M TOB-%
we are talking about that
12. --%

CHRAR) CRNR CRAR CHAR
~ ~ > )
[ G, [_) T P/IIIE [ S Yoz T
\ | \ | \ | \ |
fig.12(16.740) fig.13(18.530) fig.14(20.470) fig.15(21.860)

In short, there is a marked shift in the speaker’s conduct—from regular,
rhythmic narration towards ‘compressed’ talk, from a comparatively stable
bodily position to a swaying chair motion, and with a noticeable engage-
ment with the writing produced by the silent co-participant. In the subse-
quent section, we will explore the moment of transition in greater detail.

Self-Interruption: A Multimodally Produced ‘Overlap’?

The transition from one course of action to the other structurally re-
sembles a verbal overlap, despite this being impossible under the di-
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minished and asymmetrically distributed interactional resources in our
data. Under regular circumstances, an overlap characterizes a moment
in interaction when two or more participants talk at the same time.
Shegloff [2000] states that even when the main principle of turn-taking
(one party at a time) is mostly achieved, the overlap is inevitable. Jef-
ferson [1973] drew attention to overlaps and stated that the appearance
of overlaps is not a trivial error in opening and closing sequences, but a
rather organised phenomenon. Even though such a problem as an over-
lap is an obvious issue for the flow of the talk, overlaps are a part of the
turn-taking system, the occurrence of which allows some participants
to take the next turn.

Jefferson stated that overlaps usually occur after or during the clos-
ing sequence; and once this has happened, the participants resolve the
problem in a quite orderly fashion [Jefferson 1973].

There are

three main positions or locations where overlapping talk begins, or on-
sets; in the transition space, just before the transition space (last-item
onset), and just after the transition space (post-transition). Instead of
chaos, we find that overlapping talk is systematically associated with
participants’ close, fine-grained orientation to one another’s talk, and
particularly to when and how another’s turn at talk might be complete
[Drew 2009].

Yet there are also exceptions. “It does happen that speakers begin
speaking whilst another is speaking, at points where the ‘current’
speaker cannot be close to completing their turn (i.e. at a point which
is distant, in some fashion, from a completion or transition point)”
[Drew 2009]. This is called an ‘interjacent’ overlap. In this case one
speaker interrupts the other in the middle of the ongoing turn con-
struction unit.

In our data, the speaker interrupts herself in this fashion. The ‘over-
lap’ can be seen, but not heard. The modality of the chat is overlapping
the modalities of the speaker, who can use video and audio. The text in
the chat that presumably overlaps and disrupts the flow of the speech
was produced 17 seconds prior to the actual ‘disruption’. Too much time
has passed before the text being typed and the response; even if there
was some sort of notification system on the speaker’s screen, it would
have disappeared by the time the speaker turned her gaze towards the
chat’s location.

We may thus describe this case as a self-interruption, a multimodally
produced ‘overlap’ through the vocal animation [Goodwin 2006] of a sec-
ond speaking participant: in line 5, the speaker turns to the chat at the
last item of an ongoing turn, prompting the change of the course of ac-
tion discussed previously (lines 6, onward). While, in a vocal multi-party
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interaction, the ‘overlap’ between ongoing talk and the vocal contribu-
tion of another speaker at a TRP may have unproblematically produced
a shift in speakership—with the other participant taking the floor to
ask a question, for example—the ‘overlap’ is produced by the speaker,
for a non-voiced participant; a kind of vicarious interruption is thus the
visible outcome.

This is notable on its own, but becomes a greater interactional chal-
lenge when the new (re-oriented) talk is produced at an interjacent on-
set (line 7), i.e. when a new speaker begins a turn at a point where the
current speaker is recognizably not approaching completion. In other
words, the only speaker not only produces an animated second speaker
by attending to non-voiced chat messages and recruiting them as spo-
ken, transition-able overlaps, but does so in a sequential position that
requires a greater amount of work to retain the floor — as was demon-
strated in our analysis of the cadentially-modified, compressed, bodily-
supported nature of the talk after line 5.

Thus, the disjunctive production of the change in the course of action
orients to the silent agency of the non-speaking participants by ‘resur-
recting’ their ability to take the speaking floor. The interactional work
expended by the lecturer for the accomplishment of this resurrection
provides evidence for the sustained mutual orientation of the partici-
pants, despite the technical circumstances that make the non-speakers
appear entirely passive. In sum, the co-operative nature of the organiza-
tion of the one-to-many speaker-listener format powerfully highlights
the distributed nature of speaking, even in situations of ‘technologically
diminished’ interactional resources.

Conclusion

Our case highlights several features typical of video-mediated com-
munication, where not only several modalities are deployed, but
they differ in what resources the speaker and the listeners can use.
This asymmetry creates a situation where familiar actions—such
as a question asked at a TRP—become problematic due to the modal
disparities across participants (voice vs. textual chat). As a conse-
quence, classical features of face-to-face conversations such as verbal
overlaps, which cannot naturally arise due to the aforementioned
asymmetry, are reinvented through the other-initiated animation of
a second speaker.

In our data the self-interruption of the only speaker works as a mul-
timodally produced ‘overlap’. The talk and the abrupt stop of it looks
like the speaker has been stopped by someone, as if actual verbal over-
lap has happened. Although, the text has been sent long before the re-
sponse. The speaker deliberately chose to be interrupted. She suspended
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her activity to give a chat question a turn, in the middle of her ongoing
contribution. In other words, our case features the creation of a virtual
co-speaker, who is made to competently deploy spoken turn-taking
resources.

Our work opens up discussions about the interfacing between dif-
ferent modalities as a locally emergent phenomenon [Sicoli 2016], and
how new interactional ecologies create a fertile substrate for hitherto
unfamiliar forms of talking, embodiment, and local sequential ordering
[Mlynaf, Gonzalez-Martinez, Lalanne 2018]. The work thus also contrib-
utes to research that highlights the non-passive role of the ‘listener’
[Goodwin 1981], which is reflected in the active speaker’s orientation to
the listener’s active contribution to ongoing talk.
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Appendix

Multimodal transcribing conventions [Mondada, 2019a]

* * Descriptions of embodied actions are delimited between

+ + two identical symbols (one symbol per participant and per type
of action)

A A that are synchronized with correspondent stretches of talk or
time indications.

*---> The action described continues across subsequent lines

---->* until the same symbol is reached.

>> The action described begins before the excerpt’s beginning.

--->> The action described continues after the excerpt’s end.

..... Action’s preparation.

---- Action’s apex is reached and maintained.

1y, ACtion’s retraction.

fig — The exact moment at which a screen shot has been taken
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