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Abstract

This thesisdescribes the understudied interactional practice of co-animation: during
the development of an activity in conversation, a speaker incorporates an animation -
i.e.a quote, or (re)enactment - and a co-participant responds, pre-emptively, or in the
contiguous turn, with a completion or continuation of the animation of the same
figure. Based on the study of 89 co-animation sequencesfound in 10 hours of video-
recordings of naturalistic English interaction between friends, relatives or co-workers,
this thesis adopts the theoretical and methodological tenets of Conversation Analysis
and Interactional Linguistics to describe the multimodal, sequential, and relational
organisation of th is practice.

This thesisanalyseshow participants mark the shift from the here -and-now into the
animation space, and how co-participants make their contributions both hearable as
coherent with prior animations, and as fitted affiliative responses that further the
ongoing course of action. Lexicogrammatical, phonetic, and gesturalpostural
resources are analysedfor their interactional import in their concurrent framing of
animation and the display of stance and conditional relevance. The organisation of
resources in responsive ©-animations is found to be positionally -sensitive, with co-
participants negotiating agency and epistemic access and entitlement differently
relative to the onset of co-animation and to the stage in the ongoing activity.

The scrutiny of the situated deployment of co-animation in the social activities of
troubles-tellings/complaint stories on the one hand, and teasing/joint fictionalisation
on the other, reveals how co-animation contributes to the process of association, that
is, the building of single momentary units of participation (collectivities). Co
participants are found to team up around what is presented as a shared stancevalues,

and identity, against absent but invoked behaviours or individuals engaging in moral

transgressions,by jointy 6 d oi ng beingdé the same voice.
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1. Introductio n. I, You, and Them in
Interaction: Teamingup and odo
beingdo ot hers

1.1 1 and You, Self and Other in interaction

As we navigate our daily life, we encounter other human beings and interrelate in
different ways, and a greater part of how this is done is through talk and other forms
of bodily behaviour . Our forms of day-to-day socialization involve mostly doing things
with others, but getting things done relies on the inevitable separation of our bodies,
the undeniable distinction between Self and Other facilitating the usual distribution of
roles that enables our daily business to be accomplished. Requesters need givers,

storytellers need audiences, questioners need answerers.

However, part of the success of thesepractices of socialisation simultaneously lies in
establishing connections with others, in joining efforts and fusing in shared points of
view and courses of action. A considerable part of our daily life depends on
concurrence and cooperation, on achieving things with others as members of the same
team, committed to the same goal and/or to the same values. In our regular joint
activities, when, for instance, we cook together, or solve a puzzle, open the door for
others, celebrate our team scoring a goal, or have a representative report our concerns
to our employers, others can be our arms, our eyes, our voice, and we can be theirs, or

we can even all make a single body of action.

These two dimensions of concurrence and separation, of fission and fusion, are dten
taken for granted in the course of our daily lives, and we may consider them to be only

momentary and fleeting, but they are deeply essential to the accomplishment and
20



organisation of everyday life. As Enfield (2017) explains, our agency, that is, oudegree
of control and flexibility and our responsibility and commitment over actions and their

design, is distributed:

0A large part of social interaction is about solving a me/us problem, in real time:
who is doing this, me or us? This requires us tonavigate the fission and fusion by

whichwe exit and enter units of social agency t

Our everyday life is, then, about doing, composing, anticipating, controlling,
relinquishing control, being accountable for th ings, for, with, and sometimes against,
others. This then involves moments of transition from Self versus Other into those

where there seems to be a Self plus Other, or even asingle muliper son o0Sel f 6.

These forms of fusion happen in often imperceptible but consequential ways. Let us
analyse this example of everyday conversation. Jon is telling his friend Dan about a
severe back pain he developedwhile doing manual work at drama camp abroad. He
is now narrating his encounter with the nurse, providing Dan as a story recipient with

evidence as to how bad his back pain got to be:

“um, can you show me any
— B Physio exercises, and just give
ike put my back out for like e = = me a \aad of painkillers please,

m_ b=l a solid couple of weeks;
¥

.- I had to go to the nurse

Example 1.IMCYO0O2BAR oO0Caus eabamtddingon's request to the nu

21



If we analyse this in terms of, e.g.Self/narrator and Other/recipient, the roles are clearly
divided, with Dan producing an e mpat hi ¢ ( displaying undesstardling

(0yeahd6) at key and relevant moments of the

Only this interaction did not happen like this. What actually happ ened is shown below:

Myt can you show me any
like put my back out for like p Y physio exercises, and just give
d a solid couple of weeks; me a load of painkillers please”

| had to go lo the nurse

Example 1.2MCY02BAR'Cause I'm dying": Jon's request to the nurse and Dan's actual response.

At a point where Dan/Other could provide a recipient response, Dan co-opts very
momentarily the Self/tellerrole ( 6 c au s e |, while aldoydoing g K@Qipient action
(0Yeahdsegmonstrating understanding, both thro
referring to the degree of pain as if he were him momentarily, and then offering a

more canonical recipient response on his own behalf asDan, the story recipient.

This is the kind of Selt Other fusion in talk that this thesis will be concerned with. How
it comes to happen, why and how we do it, and what we achieve with this form of
momentary merging will be studied in detail in this work. In order to start delving into
what we will later call co-animation, we need to understand more about these forms

of Self-Other fusion and the creation of collectivities in talk.
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1.2. Parties, Participants and Association

1.2.1 Association and Associative Practices

Understanding fusion in talk requires understanding how talk is organised. We have

heard that o0it takes two to tangoo, as it al
be traced to the common characterisationofconv er sat i on thastmaplki al ogu
taken to imply that talk is comprised of two separate participants. One of the pillars of
conversation understood both in lay and in scientific terms is tfurn-taking, whose

systematic organisation has been masterfully described in Sacks, Schegloff, & Jefferson

(1974), one of the foundational papers for Conversation Analysis (CA, henceforth). In

their description of how one party generally talks at a time, how in the highly -
coordinated turn transitions there is a minimis ation of gap and overlap, and of how

next speakers are allocated, the i1issue of
actually not centred around the number of particjpants, but rather, around the number

and organisation of parties. And this leaves open the possibility for an independence

between participation roles and their incumbency (Levinson, 1988), and thus,for the

reality that conversational parties, as social units of interaction, may temporarily be

inhabited by more than one interlocutor (Bolden, 2013; Schegloff, 1995)

oOParti ci pa nancwnbenta of thdbsamegarty of a sort directly relevant to the

conversational business which i s,19834)t hat mo m

Lerner(1993)o bser ved t hat i n i mahassealdage obtwo,ormob@en occ a
individuals can become relevant as a single
association, whi c h resul ts i n t h espedific and dnomegtaryo f 0ocC
collectivitieso (p.213) . pwreeapossidilitiesiofthe pant s
turn-taking system and make use of different practices to co-construct an interactional

activity as if they were working as one party. This means that participants may, on
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occasion, unite a s 0 +4perdort units of participati on...that become relevant and
consequenti al soci al uni t s i n i nteractioné
interactional and public teaming -up have some non-CA antecedents in the description

of owithso (Goffman, 1971) a$ paotBruxtllgsanisdn
& Kerbrat-Orecchioni, 2004y and of oOconv(faksl8@80) onal duet sbd

1.2.1.1 Speaking on behalf of a collectivity

This form of interactional teaming -up is clear when groups of people are addressed as

a collectivity (Lerner, 1993), and a member responds on behalf of the team, as a
representative who o0stand(s) duty for a join
following example (1.3), B addresseslmt h T and M as Oyou guys
collectivity, that is, they are oselactssandas a s
responds as a representative of the couple (line 2), and there is nothing treated as
accountable about T having done so. In line 6, M responds to the next enquiry,

presumably on behalf of both T and M (though the lack of reference to embodied

action in the transcript may mask another existing form of selection).

Example 1.3[GL:TF] (in Lerner, 1993:229)

1B So what 6v guysypim doin?

2T oh not much, we went to Santa Barbara last weekend=

3J =you went to what?=

4T Santa Barbara last [weekend.

51 [Oh diju? ()[How was it ( )

6 M [(It was really ni:ce )

Co-addressed members of the same team may jointly respond in overlap, also
displaying an orientation to association. In the following example (1.4), two couples
(Reuben and Frieda, and Dave and Kathy) are interactionally teaming up not as

necessarily a couple, but around the interactionally-cast and interactionally-relevant
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roles as oO0the informeddé and o0t he uninfor medbod

news on his an o wkiddlg tthues éastinglDave and Kathy as recipients.

Example 1.4KG4:3 (in Schegloff, 1995:34)

1R EU Hey we got good news.

2 KAT [I' know. ]

3 DAV [ What 6s the good new]s.
4 FRI [Ya heard it?]

5 REU [Ohyado? ]

6 (0.5)

7 DAV (What)s

8 REU Oh good.

9 (0.8)

10 DAV Oh yeah, mmhmm

11 (1.0)

12 KAT 6xcept i dond kow what a (0.2) giant
13 fullicular:: lympho: blastoma is.

14 REU Who the hell does, ex[cept a] doctor.

15 KAT [Well ]

In spite of the fact that the addressed participants Kathy and Dave are actually aware
of the news but take a different alignment towards the pre -announcement (Kathy
displaying prior access in line 2, Dave providing a go-ahead in line 3), they have been
interactionally cast as joint news-recipients by Reuben on behalf of him and Frieda,
i ntroduced nerl). Rebhben andieeatla as heivdellers also work as a team
through their display of surprise towards the response to this pre - (lines 4 and 5). The
turn-taking organisation of this example reveals two clear parties whose members are
jointly occupying the turn space, in this case in overlap, and who are cast interactionally
as a single party, as a collective. So theydo not only orient to their party having been

selected to talk, but also to the fact that the turn -allocation component here does not

single out a particular incumbent to speak next.
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1.2.1.2 Selfaggregating into a collectivity

Anticipatory completions

Association, as we have seen so far, occurs when a speaketalks on behalf of a

collectivity, which interactionally behaves as a single unit of participation, a single

party, and this has so far been tracedhere in cases where a participant seltselects, or

where there are simultaneous responses of participants in the same collective. Because

col l ect i vi-persensnitaocspardicpati 6 né6 (Lerner, 1993:237)
identities in interaction and may be managed around momentary and fleeting
contingencies, it is also possible that participants may self-aggregatedto a collectivity.
Seltaggregation can be traced in collaborative productions such as anticipatory
completions or choral productions (Helasvuo, 2004/8; Lerner, 1993, 1996b, 2002,

2016), whereacopar ti ci pant 0c an -paetiopatios with the pgiort hei r
speaker retrospectively by joining in the production ofan ongoi ng actiond (

1993:221).

This first example (1.5) shows B completing (lines 910) the conditional structure
started i n A®,sndexingindependemnt aceess tdthe issues put forward
by A, and displaying it as a strongly shared stance,of which there is early evidence in

lines 5 and 6.

Example 1.5[GL:DS] (in Lerner, 1998:310)

1A but you look at, say

2 the Ten Commandments,

3 they really are based

4 on race survival.

5B I think so.

6 | really do.

7 A I f you dondét obey
8 those Ten Commandments,
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9B the race is going to go

10 to hell pretty damn fast.

In this other example (1.6), the self-aggregation is done around shared epistemic

access and rights to the telling, which is indexed by D through an extension (line 3):

Example 1.6[Green:Thanksgiving] (in Lerner, 1992:254)

1B Dave remember when we usetta wear the same size shoe?
2 ()
3 D: ye(hh)ah and we bought ah pair of shoes=es=same time?

These connections bet ween the joint constr

participation were remarked on quite early by Sacks (1992) in this famous example:

Example 1.7Segment 2 (Sacks, 1992:144,145)

1 JOE (cough) We were in an automobile discussion,

2 HEN discussing the psychological motives for

3 MEL drag racing on the streets.

Sacks remarks that oOthere probably isnét any

are a groupd6 than by bui | (@9P2822), and mghlightsshent enc e

connections between syntax and social organisation.

Likewise,Hayashi(2003), in his detailed study of Japanese, discusses how in cases like

these, completionbyaco-parti ci pant can be used to 0sho\
t heir mi nds are togetherdo (p.29). Il n- these
participants display understanding of the activity and stance in progress and do so

either from their independent access or from their mutual knowledge ithough this

distinction may be consequentiali, B is seen to attribute to A, through a pre-emptive

completion, a version of the end of their own turn, one that makes a confirmation or
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rejection relevant in third position. This brings about a change in participation

frameworks (i.e. speakership and recipiency rolesGoffman, 1981) and the positioning

of participants with respect to the activity in action (Lerner, 1996a) As Lerner (199@)

puts it, collaborative completions may enable co-par ti ci pant sthet o 0CC
production of a turn's talk by other -than-author/owner into production by self - as

aut hor/ ownerdé (p.318). I n ot her w ¢shiadng |, t he:
trigger a shift in footing (Goffman, 1981) withco-par t i ci pant s oOani matir
the voices of others. This will become relevant for the central practice of this thesis,

co-animation.

Example 1.8[CDHQ:II] (Lerner, 1996:241)

1 Mar: Now most machines dondédt record that sl ow.
2 when | make a tape,

3 Jos: be able tuh speed it up.

4 Marty: Yeah.

Once A offers acceptance of the compl etion
perspective is sequentially and intasB&asctivel
confirmed to have provided a version that shows an adequate OVi
understandingdé (p.37). Because of how these
co-participants may exploit them for dsubversived p u r Bolded,sHepburn, &

Potter, 2019), or to manage potentially problematic preference issuesby providing

independent or playful versions thautowori ent

behal f 6 plemdr,dd9@ah c e

Repair

Selfaggregation into a collectivity can also be made explicit through self -repair
practices (Lerner & Kitzinger, 2007) involving pronouns and noun phrases. In the

example (1.9) below, Beth is seen to be evoking, through selfr epair (01 6 >d6dwed
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a collectivity of that involves both co-present and absent members (herself and her

partner):

Example 1.9[Toerien Beauty Salon 7] (in Lerner & Kitzinger, 2007:533, line organisation edited)

1 CLI We | | ités your wedding-=

2 =itdos a bit different [to Christmas isnot
3 BTH [Yea:h

4 (0.2)

5 BTH | 6ve gweodve thedption ofbringing it sort of

6 forwards by about a month but ubm (0. 2) t
7 about as much as we can do to bring it forward cost wise

These forms of selfaggregation (or oppositely, self-extraction) through repair , first lay
bare an orientation to collective units, while also making relevant other party
incumbents who may not be present but are invoked into the here -and-now. This is a

point that will be foregrounded later in our discussion of association and animation.

Another study of repair t hat foregrounds collectivities is that of Bolden (2013), though
itfocusesonOther-r epair. One of the main claims in B
concept of Self as an individual speaker who produced the trouble source should be
replaced with the concept of self as sometimes multi-p er son paBolyderidps 7)
study focuses on the epistemic experience and expertise that may be used by the co
participant to join an ongoing repair resolution process, whether collectively
addressed when in equal epistemic status, or even when unaddressed (p.25), andn so

doing, oreflexivmémbensabitpngntaheparcy of spe

The following example (1.10) shows an interaction between relatives: nursing student
Allyson has announced to her mother Candice (also in the medical field) and to
Bethany, another present relative,t hat she i s taking a test f o

Bethany initiates repair by addressing Allyson, (line 3) who is assisted in her repair
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solution by Candice (0 p h | e b olihes 8ana10), who also sharegelevant epistemic

expertise. This is managed through a complex interplay of gaze patterns and overlap.

Example 1.10Phlebotomy (LC2; 3:30) (In Bolden, 2013:224, adapted for readability)
1 ALL: But t hdéone nbryrnotghle fonep fotthuh::

((ALL and CAN are looking at each other))
((BETH is looking down))

2 @)

3 BET: For what?=

4 ALL: =dialysJis ().]

5 CAN: [Mm::::. ] ((with mouth full of food))
6 BET: Barphamany? ((BETH looks at her food))

7 ALL: °Nol[:.°

8 CAN: [t! Phlebotomy.

((CAN and BETH look down; ALL looks at CAN))
9 ALL: °Phle[botomy.° ((continues to look at CAN))
10 CAN: [(tho) ehm | (0.2) t! takind your blood
((CAN extends her arm and demonstrates taking blood))
((ALL looks down, brings pita to her mouth))
((ALL looks up to CAN))
((BETH look at CAN))
11 (4.0) ((everybody is ea ting))
12 BET: You gonna be tested on that? ((to ALL))

Bol den argues that when it comes to repair,
person who has produced the repairable but as a party that may be inhabited by

several interlocutors actingasawithor a col |l ecti vity . Abbfg2013:
similar lines, Egbert (1997) offers evidence of how other-repair can be used to build

collectivities around the same trouble source against a person whose talk is treated as

a repairable by a group of participants, in a way resembling what Bruxelles & Kerbrat

Orecchioni (2004)haveid e nt i f i ed f or opersoaihterdction. rSgndarly, n mu | t

Clift (2016) asserts thatSelf and Other are to be considered categories of parties rather
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than of individuals (p.234). Therefore, all these practices show how ceparticipants

appeartogo beyond the o0doing togetherdé which is
a shared accomplishment, i n order to blend
a g e n (Egfiéld & Kockelman, 2017al 1) , somehow doing somet hi

odoi ng bei agbh&nett segtientatidresses the implications of association

in more detail.

1.2.2 Association: structural and relational concerns

The discussion so far has shown that the interactional construction of a collectivity, in

other words, the display of associafon, presents an interplay between a) structural

aspects of the interaction, with at least two participants apparently speaking as a single

party during one ormoreturns ,thuso doi ng t hi ngs t ogestlécon, as on
anticipatory completion, or r epair, and b) affiliative/relational issues, with the teaming-

up happening around emergent concerns in the here-and-now of the interaction that

make a joint identity or joint Self relevant, particularly, but not exclusively, around

epistemics and shared peaspectives.

Practices like anticipatory completions, joint repair solutions of the speech of a third

participant, and the selection of a collective of participants for speakership have been

defined by conversation analysis as ways in which this momentary fusion or merging

of participants is achieved in interaction. These forms of turn organisation have been

deemed associativein that they areemployedas f or ms i n which partic
a party t oo 081 anforfgang actvity, Thedy9 ar e consi dered a ¢
broadening the units of participation in conversation from individual participants to

broader soci al entitiesdé (Lerner, 2002:250)
participants in activities that include both a shared entitlement to voice an utterance,

and reciprocal.)redhpsenpy@c(i bed are said t
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d u e t(Falk, 1980) by which participants display th¢
counts on bothb5@heir behalfsd (p

However, the blurring of Self-Other boundaries and the resulting creation of single
parties does not result in a single form of association. In the cases analysed above, ce
participants were found to either speak on behalf of themselves and others, and in
that way seem to be opposing or orienting to the presence of another team or
perspecti ve, but al so, they were seen to sp¢g
others, co-opting speakership roles to demonstrate understanding and agreement
and self-aggregate to the claims made by another participant. Thus, our definition of
association in this thesis will consider these two possible forms that o f oB 6doing

beingd A6, or 0B 6doing beingd A+B6O

7N\

Association

Speaking on behalf
members of a
of someone else o
collectivity

(8°40iEENE" A) (5 oing hemg
A+B)

Figure 1.1 Schematic representation of two forms of association

Association can then be defined as the interactional creation of a single party or single
unit of participation between two or more speakers, which can be organisational,
relational, or circumstantial (Lerner & Kitzinger, 2007) When this happens, co
participants are no |l onger said to be foll o\
(Lerner, 1996a; Sacks, 1975)out rather, to be speaking as a member of a larger
interactio nally relevant group, or alternatively, acting as an individual self-aggregating

to the claims of another participant, thus retrospectively forming a collective with
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shared views or epistemic experience or expertise (Bolden, 2013) creating joint

identitie s.

These joint social units may be recognisable and more permanent social collectivities

(e.g. couples, members of the same political party) that become relevant and are
nvoked i1 n talk, but they may al so be t-empor a
hoc interactionally-constructed issue. As Lerner (1993:241) argues, these units are

0 mo mebg-tno me n t achievement so, and they have L

oinitiated, sustained, and terminated?o.

Another important issue concerns the wider social affadances of these forms of

fusion. Individual social identities, that is, the public images of ourselves, a composite

of attributes and values, are oOinteractively
2007: 436), and so are collective identities enactel and situated accomplishments

(Lerner & Kitzinger, 2007) Therefore, itis important to see how these moral values

become relevant and are negotiated through talk. Lerner and Kitzinger (2007) find that

forms of self-reference are a way of naming and invoking these collectivities, though

itis also true that these forms of self-identification are often done through comparison

(Luckmann, 1979 in Gunthner 2007) against absent parties. In most cases, the
presentation of identities is not done explicitly, that is, except in those cases where
participants present categories, assessment or attributes that they apply to themselves

in response to particular emergent topics or issues, participants are not continuously

manifestly defining who they are and what they stand for. A number of intricate and

implicit ways may be employed for this, and one way of doing this is by establishing a

contrast with what we are not, describing or enacting the attributes or states of affairs

that we find reprehensible. Andinorderto do that, we may need to
and turn them into assessable objects in the here-and-now of the interaction,

something which will be a key issuein the present work.
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The studies reviewedabove have described associative practices mostly in mult-party,
multi-person interaction, particularly in assisted storytelling (Lerner, 1992;
Mandelbaum, 1987) and arguments (Goodwin & Goodwin, 1990), where participants
organise as interactional collectivities such as couples, or individuals acting together
in taking sides against another party. The current research will locate and describe a
specific associative relevant practice in mostly dyadic or two -person interaction, where
participants may not have a visible second party to associate against/towards. Itis in
orientation to the 0 i nvi si bi | i taydénowioh certain evokbdeparées in
interaction that co-participants may find forms of creating fleeting collectivities around
ad-hoc issues against absent parties or positionsthat are brought to the here -and-
now, and this is what the next section will introduce with the practice that concerns

our work: co-animation.

1.3 An understudied practice for association: co -animation

So far we have listed a number of practices that display co-participants acting in
concert as a team, indexing joint incumbency in a party in interaction and contributing
to the building of joint identities. We have defined association as involving participants
speaking on behalf of others, or on behalf of Self + Other as a collective, thus
displaying that a certain role or identity is shared. The present work will focus on
another practice that makes participation and association relevant in a very complex
and laminated way, a way that does notonlyinvolve oO0speaking on behalf

but al so speaki ngco-ammaton.s omeone el se:

Let us introduce our second example(1.11) of co-animation as an associative practice.

Karen and Angie, friends, are discussing long-distance relationships. At this point,
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Karen, whose boyfriend lves in another continent, is telling Angie about her having

announced to her mother that her boyfriend might be moving to the UK with her:

Example 1.11IMCY07BOTTLE "Calm Down(GAT2Basic, adapted)
01 KAR <<:-) >9 9l but h-Z¥hh%e a

02 we Il “see how it goes;

03 l' i ke i was talking to my §gparents,

04 my uhf (0.3) mums are "mums. = ZEarent they
05 and 9[lshe] was uhA (0. 3)

06 ANG [ hm]

07 KARgetting 9Vall ex cited about lihickee i dea that A
08 °h <<sty ,br > we | | Dsettling Z down togethe :r>=

09 =and I'i was |i kef

10 gjust Zcalm Ed[o: wn:, ]

11 ANG ['yeah;]

In the here-and-now of the ongoing interaction, Karen introduces the voice of the
mother (line 8) with a stylised contour and breathy voice quality, and thus opens an
alternative space of interaction where the voice and behaviour of the mother is

brought to the here-and-now. In this alternative space, the animation space (see

Chapter 4) of the there-and-then,t he addressee of the motherds

who is also given a voice (line 10) through

treated by Angie as being addressed to her. So the speaker in the hereand-now,
Karen, presents herself both as speaker and as recipient in the thereand-then of the
reported dialogue, while also lending her voice to a party that is absent, whose voice

becomes topicalised in the here-and-now (seeschematic representation in figure 1.2).
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Figure 1.2 Schematic representation of the interaction between the animation space and the
interactional space of the here-and-now

The animation space where this interaction between Karen and her mother happens is
part of the here-and-now -even though its content is not anchored in it - and thus the
introduction of the animation is consequential to the ongoing interaction, as it makes

a display of understanding and possibly affiliative response relevant, that Angie starts

to offer in overlap in line 11.

We will return to the definition of animation in Chapter 2, but it could be anticipated

that some of its key features are the deictic displacement in pronouns and
demonstratives that are anchored in a different (real or fictional) place and/or time,

and the attribution of voices to absent parties in the here -and-now, all of which are

done unproblematically in interaction. Animation constitutes a form of dramatic
oreplayingo, (re)enact ment , or demonstratio
imaginary event where different voices are staged. That is,animation creates a new
conversationalspace (what we will call the Oani mat i c
produced by the same animator, converge and interact, and thus new social units are

created, to which participants in the here-and-now can associate with or distance

themselves from. AsClark(2016)e st abl i shes, during depiction:
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in two simultaneous | ayers of actangmowd) ( p. 3

and the displ acedndthend.l d (t he ot here

If we return to our example, we can see that in staging the voice of her Mum and her
di spl aced sel f, Karen is presenting other p
di fferent place and ti me .&8multaneolsly,mthéltkei ng be
and-now, she is found to align or disalign with each those perspectives, adopting a

critical stance towards her mot herds reactio

In the ongoing interaction in the here -and-now, the deployment of her animation
makes relevant an alignment with one of these perspectives for the recipient, Angie in
this case If we focus on what happens next, we see that this interplay of voices and

perspectives becomes more complex and laminated:

Example 1.11IMCY0Q7BOTTLE "Calm Down" (continued; GAT2 Basic, adapted)
09 =and I'i was |i kef

10 gjust Zc¢dioiwm)]

11 ANG ['yeahi]

12 calm [‘down,]

13 KAR [tsahh®]

14 ANG [‘dont get too a"head] of yourself?

15 KAR [°nhh ]

16 e xact[ly;]

17 ANG [mm ]

Angie takes up the voice Karen has just been animating,repeats the animated content

(line 12), and provides a reformulated version (line 14) that unpacks the stance in
Karends ani mated reaction t o ,dsebypnosodichllgr 6s r e
matching the rising pitch Angethemisrseentobe Kar en
entering the animation space, o0doing beingéd
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b e i rPeesent Karen, speaking on her behalfas she also engages in animation,
continuing the ongoing animation (see representation in figure 1.3). Thus, Angie is
seen to be jointly animating the same voice, that is, doing co-animati on (cfr. chiming
/n, Couper-Kuhlen, 1999;resonant voiced direct reported speech, Niemela, 2011; Echo

Reported Speech Guardiola & Bertrand, 2013)

&

|
\
.
.
] .
1 ‘\
L] Ay
! Q A
1 ’ Ay
1 ’ Ay
1 ’ \
. .
, .
. ’Angie

Figure 1.3 Schematic representation of the phenomenon of co-animation

Karends oOex@ctvliayldi d@ltiese Ahgi eds c-amdinow, but i

outside the animation space. This offers a similar kind of rewersal of roles found for
collaborative productions like the anticipatory completions described above: a first

speaker is found to endorse a contribution made on their own ongoing contribution

As the following chapters will demonstrate, co-animations like the one deployed by
Angie do more than speaking on behalf of another co -participant: they simultaneously
demonstrate understanding of the ongoing activity and the affiliation made relevant

as a response, and they use a practice that involves the joiningin of a voice to present
a certain possibly transgressive form of behaviour as jointly sanctionable. In other

words, responsive animations of the same voice will be used as displays of momentary
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association around shared vable® duond i deoikit

perspectives.

The issue of co-animations has not been as widely studied in interaction. The closest

antecedent is that of resonance in conversational storytelling (Niemel&, 2010; 2011;

Siromaa, 2005) a study of multimodal instance s of voiced direct reported speech (DRS)

in multi-partyco-t el | i ngs. Ni emel 28s observation that
subsequent DRS can be more or | ess (2085 or der
216) is further explored in this research. Similar antecedents (also discussed in detall

in chapter 3), include refer enc@ospertkohler he o0c|

(1999), and Echo Reported Speech inGuardiola & Bertrand (2013).

The connection between animation, association, and the building of joint identities has
been discussed in some prior research Holt (2007) has studied reported speech as
sequences of joint enactments in joking and teasing episodes, andaddresses issues of
unit-ness by citing Mathis and Yule (1994) dm]erging their voices to become that of
a character appears to be...[a] way in which the speakers underscore their sameness
(1994: 75).Similarly, in her study of the interactional construction of alterity, Gu nthner,

2007 describes reported speech as:

& aresource speakers creatively and strategically draw upon to contextualise social

types and do identity work. Reporters not only evaluate the quoted characters and

their behaviour but implicitly position thems elves and construct their own identity, i.e.

the construction of alterity is <closely <co

ma n a g e m&imthne 2007:419)

All these studies revealthat the practice of animation makes relevant processes of

identification and affiliation through evaluation and the construction of Otherness, and
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that it is a resource for interactional identity -construction, which reveals the social

import of co -animation as a practice.

All things considered, co-animation appears to be a privileged arena for distributed
agency to be instantiated and single social units/identities to be constructed, though
it is less clear what actions coparticipants achieve with it. The answer may lie in the
position and composition of co-animation: like in other associative practices, co
animations display temporal, sequential, lexico-grammatical, prosodic, and embodied
resources that resonate with previous talk, and which give co-participants clues as to
how they are to be related, as well as to whichlevels of independent agency have been
retained. Co-animations also make relevant an acceptance or rejection of the
contribution of the co -participant by the producer of the host turns. This turn in third
position (or second, if the resulting social unit is seen as one participating party),
whenever present, could act as a confirmation that the proposed co-construction and
retrospective entry into a single unit has been accepted. This position can also act as
a slot for sanctioning either the overstepping of roles, or the content of the words
ascribed to the voice animated. Whether accepted or rejected, participants seem to
exploit the potential of co -animation to momentarily blur the Self -Other distinction
for interactional ends in different ways in differ ent social activities, and this will be the

main concern of our work.

1.4 Research questions

This study will analyse the practice of co-animation and examine how it is organised
and deployed in a collection of 10 hours of ordinary English interaction. By studying
the practice in detail in its unelicited contexts of production , it will be shown how: a)

co-participants use co-animation to display association, that is, to display a form of
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negotiation of temporary joint units of participation around a particular identity issue ;

and b) the practice is jointly designed and positioned to such an end.

More specifically, this thesis will seek to answer the following questions:

a) How is co-animation as a practice occasioned and orga nised?

]
]

K]

What social activities is co-animation found to be operating in?

What are the sequential environments in which responsive animations
emerge?

What social actions are made relevant at the point in which responsive
co-animations happen? What social acions are they embodying?

How are the entries into and exits from animation jointly negotiated?

b) How are first and responsive animations designed?

]

What (bundles of) verbal and non-verbal resources are deployed and
oriented to in the production of (co)animat ion?
How are responsive animations made hearable/visible as the

continuation of an animation of the same prior voice?

c) How do co-animations contribute to the creation of joint collectivities and

identities ?

]
g

What structural and relational issues do co-animations manage?

How are the boundaries between Self and Other made permeable
through co -animation?

What are the relational consequencesof the deployment of animation in

different social activities?

1.5 Organisation of the thesis
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The current work will be organised around two axes: first, the description of the formal

and structural features around co-ani mati on as a practice,

responsive contributions are made hearable as a co-animation; and second, the sociat
relational actions that co-animation instantiates in the activities in which it is found to
happen in the collection: complaints and troubles-tellings on the one hand, and

teasing and joint fictionalisation on the other.

Chapter 2 reviewst he | i terature around what we
critically describes the contributions of literary, discourse -pragmatic and interactional
studies that inform the current work, as well as outlining a number of underexplored

issues that this thesis will address and expand further on.

Chapter 3 describes the datg details the collection and analysis processesgxplainsthe
transcription conventions, and discussesthe methodological tenets adopted around
the study of interaction from a multimodal perspective , particularly around the study

of phonetics and gesture.

Chapter 4 is the first of two chapters that adopt an interactional -linguistic approach to
the study of the collection of co-animations. This chapter introduces the notion of
oani mat i oand feyses o w co-participants open, sustain, and close the
animation space through sequence organisation and the deployment of different
semiotic resources.Through an overview of the features of the collection, the chapter
anticipates some of the participant problems and interactional demands around the
deployment of a first animation and of a responsive co-animation, to focus on the way
co-participants manage the concurrent interactional duties of flagging an animation

as such, while projecting or fulfilling conditional relevance and stance displays.
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Chapter 5 focuses entirely on responsive ceanimations and analyses the sequential,
lexico-grammatical, prosodic, and gesturalpostural aspects that make responsive
animations coherent with first animations. The discussion is divided between those co-
animations that begin before a transition -relevance place has been made relevant for
the first animation, that is, pre-completion animations, and those happening post -
possible completion. Design differences and their epistemic and agentive affordances

are described in detail.

The next two chapters focus on the activities in which co-animation has been found to
happen in the collection. Chapter 6 describes the deployment of first animations and
the use of responsive animations in troubles-tellings and indirect complaints. It focuses
on the sequential environment in which these are introduced and the moral issues
around it, and it shows how co-animation may be a form of introducing an empathic

response and indexing shared values.

Chapter 7 studies co-animation in teasing episodes and in the building of joint fictions.

It demonstrates how co-animation emergesfrom 0 e x t I a a eogtidgencies in the
here-and-now that either affect the self-presentation of one of the co -participants, or
which block or delay progressivity of the activity in progress. This chapter describes
how animation and the co-creation of non-serious,humorous, fictions is a key element
in co-p ar t i c intprachonas definition of what counts as shared values and
identities to enact complicit and creative productions that sequentially delete any

emergent transgressions or trouble.

Chapter 8 summarises the key findings of the thesis and presents some implications

of the study as well as areas for further development.
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2. Literature Review.:dNWh at 06s 1| n
n a medDefining Animation

alY

2.1 Introduction : Naming a s defining the phenomenon

In Chapter 1, it was established that this research seeks to show how new multiperson

units of participation may be momentarily built in interaction by bringing other voices
tothehere-and-now and j oi ntl y o ésorothgrs. Anemportgmpam ast s e
of why this is possible lies in the nature of the actual practice itself, what we have called

animation. The aim of this literature review will be to foreground some of the
characteristics of animation found in prior work fr om multiple perspectives, and

explain, through the overview of competing labels used and their assumptions, why

the name oOani mationd best fits our practice

Our second example of co-animation in Chapter 1 (1.3,MCYO7BOTTLE o6Cal m D
reproduced below), orof what is traditional shgwsbow!|l | ed 0
participants unproblematically deal with the staging of other voices in the here -and-

now of the interaction, smoothly ascribing authorship, stances, and social actions to

its deployment unprob lematically, and they are found to use animation for different

courses of action in the here-and-now without having to repair any ascription issues,

with the actions being recognised and responded to .

Example 2.1IMCY07BOTTLE "Calm down" (GAT2 Basic, adiul)

01 KAR <<:-) >9 9l but -Z¥hph%e ah

02 we Il “see how it goes;

03 |l i ke i was talking to my @§parent s,

04 my uhf (0.3) mums are "mums. = ZEarent they
05 and 9[lIshe] was uhA (0. 3)
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06 ANG [hm ]

07 KARgetting 9yall ex cited &hbtéhdih’ket he i dea
08 ’ah we ||l Dbe 9¢ysettl i ngethéfdown t o
09 =and I'i was 1|i kef

10 gjust Zcalm Ed[o: wn:, ]

11 ANG ['yeah;]

12 calm [‘down,]

13 KAR [tsahh?]

14 ANG ['dont get too a"head] of your self?

15 KAR [°nhh ]

16 e xact[ly;]=

17 ANG [mm ]

In order to understand how this comes to happen , and eventually, to explain how co-
animation (as in lines 12 and 14) emerges we need to analyse the basic aspects of the
phenomenon and what has been said about the practice of animation in almost a
century of its study (seeBuchstaller, 2013; Guldemann, von Roncador, & van der Wurff,
2002 for a thorough historical review). It isimpossible to do justice in the limited space
of this chapter to all the body of work accumulating since the early 20th century, which
is particularly rich around the study of written language and literary texts. In spite of
the great coved agpeeodhdraegpoat practice,
comparison about its role and configuration in spoken language and particularly in
everyday interaction, with the exception of relatively recent conversation analytic work
(e.g.Bolden, 2004; CouperKuhlen, 2007; Drew, 1998; Drew & Walker, 2009; Goodwin,
2007; Holt, 1996, 200Q 2016; Holt and Clift, 2007; Niemela, 2010; Niemeh, 2011) and

discourse-semantic work by, for example, Tannen (1986, 2007) among others.

This chapter will review some key theories and research around animation, particularly
around the social actions and interactional implications of the use of the practice, in
order to specify the assumptionsthat inform the current research. The formal linguistic
and multimodal features of animation as defined in the literature and identified in our
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collection will be exemplified and further spelled out in Chapters 4 and 5, where co-
animation as a relatively undescribed and understudied practice, will be introduced in

more detail.

The phenomenon of what we have decided to
through a number of different lenses. Evidence for this lies in the variety of names and
perspectives from which the practice that interests us has been studied: reported
speech and thought (e.g.Bolden, 2004; Clift, 20®; Coulmas, 1986; Holt, 20®; Li, 1986)
polyphony and dialogism (Bahtin, 1982; Ducrot, 1984; Voloshinov, 1971)
heteroglossia, within the theory of appraisal: engagement (Martin & White, 2005);
quotation (e.g.Brendel, Meibauer, & Steinbach, 2011; Buchstaller, 2013; Mayes, 1990;
Sams, 2010) demonstrated heterogeneity (Authier-Revuz, 20141984); constructed
discourse (Tannen, 1987, 2007) (re)enactment, depictions, and demonstrations (e.g.
Clark & Gerrig, 1990; Sidnell, 2006; Thompson & Suzuki, 2014)animation (Goffman,
1981), among many others. In order to define the practice and to explicate what
theoretical assumptions will be made in this study based on interactional evidence,
this chapter will make a review of names and their associated implicationsthroughout

the literature.

This chapter will discuss some defining characteristics of animation in terms of its
relation to reality and its (re-)construction of past, iterative, or fictional events. It will
introduce some theory around the deictic displacement that animation entails and its
consequences such as the display ofdetachment and non-seriousness It will make an
overview of the ways in which speakers position themselvesaround the animation
content and what the interactional implications of these forms of stance and
positioning have been found to be. Finally, it will review the limited number of studies

that act as antecedents to our own research onco-animation.
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2.2. Animation and animated content

The widespread ue@oot edhappeasaarimapdyofirst, that it is

only speech that is reported, and this assumes a verbalonly component to the quoted

content. Likewise, the also widelyu s e d 1 @ 10 In a dbmaybe taken to mean that

the practice isabouta chunk of verbal behaviour that
(Couper-Kuhlen, 2007) faithfully from one context to another, and that it is about

speech that has actually been produced previously, apart from also somehow implying

t hat 0 g wanteneatlomarked apart from other forms of speech, as quotation

marks would do in written language. These assumptions, though not necessarily

shared by all who have used these terms, still bear that biasin them, which is why this

section will discuss the types of content that is generally animated in the light of the

findings in the literature , in order to address these biases

221Ani mati on content and orealityd

The first aspect to analyseisthereat i on bet ween the ani mated c
This is a key element in the study of our practice, since as chapters 6 and 7 will show,
there are epistemic (Raymond & Heritage, 2006) and relational consequences in

animating past, habitual, hypothetical, or fictional events.

Whereas all animations imply a deictic displacement from the here-and-now, the
displacement from reality (Clark & Gerrig, 1990) that is, the fit between the real world
and history and the world of the animation, needs to be also con sidered to explain the

social actions and consequencesof animation.

Animation may involve the bringing to the here -and-now the content of prior
interaction , giving recipients access to whatTerraschke(2013)c al | s Oevent desc
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content. Non-fiction al depictions are presented to make the distal (depicted content)
fit the real world (Clark, 2016)in the here-and-now in order to ensure joint access to
the displaced world (p.341). That is, a speaker may be seen and heard to be quoting
the words of anoth er in a specified place and time, and all deictic elements are heard

to be anchored in that origo or reference/perspective point (Bihler, 1990)

Whereas conversational storytelling may have very precise temporatspatial

coordinates for reported action, not all forms of animation in interaction would specify

these, but still present reported action as anchored in a past situation, irrespective of

how accurate, specific, or authentic the form of the animated content may be. This is

often the case with reported content that is ambiguous between speech actually

having been produced , and thought . Therefore, it is not only previously-spoken

wor ds t hat can be ani mated, as It has bee
uncommi tChaéed 8999 thoughts, inner -states, inner monologues, and

decisions ar e al s o (Buchstpllery200d;ds6lato, 2002; Haakana, 200 Webb,

Pilnick, & Clegg, 2018 see also section 2.6 for interactional studies discussing their

deployment).

These epresentations of inner states are introduced as anchored in a particular

situation as a response or reaction to a specific event, and maythen, also have a clear
spatio-temporal reference point. | n t he o0Cal m d¢2dwaboék) Kkaraepd =
response to her Mum may not have been, in fact, uttered, and these boundaries

between what constitutes speech and what thought are further blurred by one of the

l exi cal resources often used to frame the oOrfr
(Buchstaller, 2013 Lampert, 2013; Robles, 2015; Romaine & Lange, 1991see also

section 2.4). Differently fromt he wusual osayo6 or otell 6, the

oOobe |l iked or 0god6 do not necessarily imply
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produced. It will be seen in later chapters how this ambiguity contributes to building

safer spaces for ceanimation to be produced.

Reported speech and thoughts need not be anchored in a particular past situation, but

they may also be presented ashabitual, iterative, or stereotypical forms of acting

in a particular context. Terraschke &2013) ¢
to ocharacterise an attitude embedded withi

situationé6é, but also to oexemplify a concept

Stukenbrock (2017:238), <citing Goffman (197/
insert ourselvesempathetically into nonpresent events is not restricted to the past, but

can also concern anticipated future, condit
Animated content may be fabricated, it may create a new world displaced not only in

time andplace, but also, in orealityo. This is wli
content, and this can be done through the creation of hypothetical/alternative

present scenarios -generally in a counterfactual or negative connection to the present

(Ehmer, 2011) enacting what the present is not-, future happenings and/or fictions

as well asventriloquism (Goffman, 1974; Tannen, 204, 2010), i.e.the attribution of

speech and/or thought to inanimate objects. These kinds of animation are important

for our study as our collection features a considerable number of these reality-

displaced animations that occur in extended sequencesof playful co-animation (see

Chapter 7).

Often when animated content is hypothetical or imaginary, it is introduced
incrementally as a result of a creative imaginative endeavour occasioned by the here
and-now (Clark, 2016; Holt, 20®; Kotthoff, 1999; Pascual, 2014; Stallone & Haugh,
2017), as infictionalisation and joint fantasising or joint pretence (see Chapter 7).

Practices like ventriloquism, which i nvol ves Osomeone wh o can
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themsel ves and whose inner di @Melb@tnle 2008
also reveals that quotation may not have a reporting function at all (Stec, Huiskes, &

Redeker, 2015)and that quotation, is, in fact, a creative act (Webb et al., 2018)

Theselatterf or ms of 0 or i g(Blhleril390)lefar basktetmetthéee forms

of deixis by which the speaker 1) refers to absent phenomena as if present in the here

VOi C¢

and-now; 2)di spl aces their origo to an i magined s|

phantasmao through which the o0i mmedi at e

spac

i mi nal phenomena on the bor der(Stikenbrocken pr e

2017:248). These perspetives on joint imagining support a view of cognition and
imagination as situated and jointly constructed phenomena in interaction (Ehmer,
2011, Schegloff, 1991; Stukenbrock, 2017)which is essential to our understanding of

co-animation.

2.2.2 Authenticity and selectivity in animated content

Whether the relation to reality is that of fiction or nonfiction is also consequential in
interaction, particularly around epistemics. When an animation is presented as a

version of something that has been said or done before, the use of terms such as

oqguotationdé bring to the surface issues

ar ot

the situation of production of the original

attributiorlotydesaemsf nadai ve t(p320) meClprbi nt o1

& Gerrig (1990) go as far as to emphasise that authenticity and verbatim quotation is
not only not feasible, but also generally not aimed at. This is supported by Stec et al.

(2015): 0 s s aradftenmore committed to preserving the intended meaning of an

utterance t [p&3R) AsBuchsthllerr(2018:50) establishes, animations are

oOapproximative reproductions of original

be 0good . Eharefareg tinléss the exact content of a prior speech event is
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topicalised, it then appears that fidelity is not of importance to participants (Goodwin
& Goodwin, 1992). The relevance of this forour study of co-animation lies in the fact
that often co -participants doing it are found to not hold first-hand knowledge of the
events (re)enacted, andt hi s oOr el axat i 3ané of thé thirgsitthdt mayt i ci t y

facilitate co-animation by less knowing participants.

The fact that not all animated content is said to be a reproduction to talk that has

happened led Tannen (1986, 1995t o coin the term oOoconstruc
replacement for creported speechg solving the concerns with authenticity and fidelity,

though again, t he ushewadias tewdrdsahinsagon leethg amly g h t

a verbal ma t t e construdtibneg on the atherohiand, chighlights two

important transformational aspects of the deployment of animation: the idea that
0selecting words and transparediveaq ct{\Meboret t o a |
al., 2018), and selectivity , the fact that introducing animation during the development

of an activity is an act of selective transformation which is done from a particular

vantage point. As Clark & Gerrig (1990)s t a thaat speakers commit themselves to in

a quotation is the depiction of selected aspects of the referent. Verbatim reproduction

per se has nothing Owuo ®&d&awimt [repgroduded pgow)29 5 ) .
for instance, shows how o0l oosed6 the ani mati o

(line 8), not prefaced in any way as a purported verbatim reproduction:

Example 2.1IMCY07BOTTLE "Calm down'réprised; GAT2 Basic, adapted)

05 and 9[lshe] was uhA (0. 3)

06 ANG [hm ]

07 KARgetting 9Jall ex cited about the idea that A
08 ah we ||l be 9ysettl i ngethdéeEdown t o

Part of the selective, creative and constructed transformation of an animation lies in

the fact that animation is done through a decontextualisation/recontextualisation
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process: Gunthner, (1997)e x pl ains how the narrator odecor
the original speaker from their embedding context and recontextualises them in the
new cont ext .1999), frotmaanparGiculdr perspective and with an overlaid
stance (see sections2.5 and 2.6 below), and these are, in turn, functional and

consequential to the here-and-now.

2.3 Animations as multimodal ensembles/constructions

l't was established earlier that t enayimplyl i ke 0
that a practice such as animation concerns verbal aspects alone. As demonstrated in
numerous recent work on oquotationdé, 4+ he in:
and-now of interaction constitutes a laminated (Goffman, 1981; Stukenbrock, 2017)

and multimodal phenomenon (Blackwell, Perlman, & Fox Tree, 2015; Clark, 2016; Clark

& Gerrig, 1990; Niemel&, 2010; Sidnell, 2006; Stec et al., 2015; Stec, Huiskes, & Redeker,

2016; Thompson & Suzuki, 2014)involving verbal, non-verbal, vocal and non-vocal

resources (for a discussion of these terms, see e.gLaver, 1994) Because a great part

of participants® concer n widofrtentbutalsothe orern | i es
with which a past or fictive utterance is produced, and because as will be demonstrated

later, animations are imbued with the perspective of the animator, a number of

resources are employed to concurrently contextualise all these different layers,

including lexico-grammar, different prosodic parameters (pitch height, contour, range;

loudness; voice quality; changes in accent; particular articulation features) and different

gaze, gestural, and postural configurations, as well as facial expressions.

2.3.1 Multimodal animation s as (re-)enactments

It was mentioned earlier how animations are selective and multimodal transformations

of a prior or imagined production by Self o r Other and they are presented from a
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particular perspective, whichiswhy theyarenormal | ' y mor e t han orepl ayi
1974) . Rat her , t remonst@ateoms 6 (Céark & &Gertige #1990)00r
arre)enactments o(Sidnell, 2006; Thompson & Suzuki, 2014)traceable to the theatrical

and dramaturgical perspectives described in Goffman (1974, 1981 1978) and
Wierzbicka (1974). Prior studies of quotation that consider it to be a whole multimodal

gestalt have focused on how these resources are orchestrated and what the

interactional consequences of this form of presentation are for speakers and hearers.

The nature of a depiction (Clark, 2016) or a demonstration (Clark & Gerrig 1990) is to

create a direct experience for the hearer of something that the animator is said to

have felt, seen, touched, or heiancedanimatsd o0 p hys
(Clark, 2016). As a result, hearers are enabled to experience what it is like to perceive

the things depicted, (Clark & Gerrig, 1990), oby <creating an il lusio
beinganeye-wi t nes s 6 ( Sa kStec at al2 20092 Thd de®@onstration is of

course partial and tinted by the interactional project of the animator, but the effect is

that of witnessing the animation through the perspective adopted by the animator to
Obecome engrossed in an eventod and Oreexpe
1990: 793) . Because they Oshow rather than
(1990) claim that demonstrations are an economical resource especially when

ineffability is an issue.

2.3.2 Multimodal contextualisation of animation boundaries and perspectives

A first question arising when it comes to assessing the role of all these simultaneously

deployed resourcesisthenh ow t hey are all integrated to
actiond (Sidnel |, 2016: 379) . tdmpaalitg and s firs
directionality of these resources, given that they may all have different onsets and

trajectories, and this may be related to what aspects of the animation endeavour they
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are contextualising. Some of these resources may be used to delineate the boundaries
of animation and changes in participation frameworks, others may be deployed to
overlay a stance over the actionenacted, others simply to emulate the form in which

the action was perceived to have been carried out.

One set of such resources doing this concurrent management is phonetics and
prosody. Part of the richness of prosody as a resource lies in its simultaneously
orienting to structural and affective concerns. Gunthner (1999: 704), in her study of
German interaction, systematises the role of prosody in reported speech to

concurrently:

a) contextualise whether an utterance is anchored in the reporting world or the
storyworld;

b) animate the quoted characters and to differentiate between the quoted
characters;

c) signal the speech activities and the affective stance of the reported characters;

d) comment on the reported speech as well as on the quoted characters.

Unlike writing , where quotation boundaries can be clearly identified, speech offers less
clear marking (Bolden, 2004; CouperKuhlen, 1999; CouperKuhlen & Selting, 2017;
Golato, 2002; Klewitz & CouperKuhlen, 1999) Klewitz & Couper-Kuhlen (1999)
especially discuss how prosody may function like quotation marks do in writing,
though the boundaries of the quotation and of the prosodic shifts may not match.
Prosodic shifts arealso found to be part of the typification of different figures, which

in extended telingsmaycont r i bute to the recipientsd

the figure to whom certain speech may be attributed.
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Moreover, Klewitz and Couper-Kuhlen (1999) identify a number of prosodic changes
that tend to appear in clusters, like shifts in pitch register or range and volume, and
changes in temporal features -generally in combination with the spectral features
above-, such as speech rate, or through a shift to perceptually isochronous timing.
They describe how left-hand boundaries are more regularly marked over right-hand
ones, which is why they discusshe roleofpr osody as a form of ofl a
speech, a way of marking of a oterritoryd re
prosody may even be used to foreshadow upcoming quotations (for a similar take on
gesture and the foreshadowing of quotation, see Mandel & Ehmer, 2019). They also
focuson howthepr osodi c formatting of a certain voi

the stretch of reported speech.

Along similar lines, Bolden (2004), inher study of Russian, focuses on whether there

are orderly devices for doing ounquot-ingo.
framingorrecanchoring of deicti c raedsalsouertiensthe( 0r e p o
mai nt enance of a pasadydi.cul Bol ddemartkasl fpound t
frequently the case that explicit mar ki ngs
production, creating ambiguity around the attribution of authorship, which is exploited

for interactional purposes. Chapter 4 will explore how quoting and unquoting is done

multimodally in our collection, and more importantly, what their interactional

consequences are

It was previously mentioned that together with the marking of quote boundaries,

verbal and non-verbal resources can contribute to the marking of figures and
perspectives from whi c hStetdid.(2@L6)buildeamparalletoft o b e
bodlyand gaze shifts in spokeandbaogstbgest evdt &c
in signed | anguages, what i's known as a Or €

utterances, thoughts, feelings and or actions of one or more references with one or
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morebodilyar t i cul at or s 6 ( pthatifgll bodily $hitsyandnet just hafido u n d
gestures contribute to the marking of viewpoints, but also to mimetically or iconically

demonstrate specific aspects of the animated content.

In a different study, Stec, Huikes, Wieling, & Redeker (2017) researched the
deployment and interaction of multimodal articulators in connection to the voices

animated and the positioning of the sevoices in longer stretches of animated dialogue.

They found that the animation of past self is less multimodally marked than the

animation of third parties, and that first mentions and later re -introductions of a

particular voice are generally produced with character-viewpoint gestures (C-VPT,see

also McNeill, 1992), that is, gestures produced from the perspective of the producer,

versus observerviewpoint gestures (O-VPT)that describe the actions as if seen from

a distance. Similarly, Blackwell et al. (2015) attempted to quantify the amount of

multimodal activity during quotation in their co rpus and concluded that there is more

vocal and bodily demonstration in direct quo
and zero quotatives for fictive interaction, than int hose i ntroduced with
revealed lower levels of bodily demonstration. So in a way, the dramaturgical quality

of representation appears to be increased with fictional animations, another finding

that our collection also exhibits.

Along similar lines, Stuckenbrock (2015) stresses the role of bodily position in
(re)enadments for the marking of perspective and its complex interplay with spoken
material. The author has found what could be
ver bal and v er dpeakers boeldth bevseen ua be adopting observer
viewpoints verbally while adopting character viewpoints with particular bodily
behaviourso (Stuckenbrock 2015:248). That [

ensemble reveals therich lamination and complexity  of animation as a phenomenon,
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where different time -spacereality planes, voices and perspectives are cross

interacting.

2.3.3 Multimodal animation and the concurrent management of the here -and-

now and the there-and-then

The work that animators as demonstratorsorrece nact er s engage i n invec
two habitatstog e t h Bhondpsof & Suzuki, 2014) the original event in a displaced

world (Clark, 2016),and the re -enacting event , each with their spatial dynamics,

locations, movements, and roles. Moreover, the engagement with the actual world

requires the management of emergent issues resulting from the deployment of the

animation, such as trying to obtain matching assessments or appreciation. In this

respect, Thompson et al (2014) and Sidnell (2006) highlight the role of gaze in the
management of these two worlds. Sidnell (2006) has found that gaze (especiallyits
withdrawal) i s 0.894)lwithctlzetstart and domptetod of thé fre -

)enactment to mark the return to the participation roles of the here and now, and to

parse the storytelling into its components (see also Goodwin, 1984). Sidnell also
demonstrates how gaze during (re-)enactments mobilises a form of appreciation,
creating omoments of heightened coparticipat
par ti ci @&} Sinilarlg, THomppsonet al. (2014) have found that gaze is relevant

to mark character roles and recruit co-participation in storytelling where animation is

concernedinordert o manage -mdda matrmudrttiy field of acti\

In her studies of deixis am phantasma, Stukenbrock (2015, 2017) discusses the role of
bodily behaviour in making permeable the boundaries between perception and
imagination, understood as enacted and achieved in interaction and not purely a
cognitive phenomenon. By gazing or pointing at, or by positioning themselves in

particular ways in the shared space by both
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the third-per son perspective and 0empat heticall

1974:504) into the i magi né&:@59sTheauthor proposes
that it is not only a layering of perspectives but also a layering of spaces and corporeal
frames that occurs when (re-)enactments happen, where joint attention but also joint

imagination become relevant (see also Ehmer, 2011).

This section has established that animation needs to be understood as a complex
laminated multimodal phenomenon in which clusters of semiotic resources contribute

to several simultaneous things in interaction such asa) the indexing of the shift into

an animation space and b) the characterisation of a figure, while also ¢) anchoring in
those animations to the here-and-now by contextualising a projected stance from a
particular perspective. The study of co-animation in this thesis relies heavily on this
interplay between the there-and-then and the here-and-now as a resource for
animation, and on how co-participants navigate these two planes for association,

something that chapters 4 to 7 will analyse in detail.

2.4 Animation, embedding, and modes of representat ion

It was anticipated earlier that quotation as a form of demonstration implies introducing
a voice in the here-and-now from another real or fictional context of production, that
is, whenever animation is deployed there is a deictic displacement. This mans that the
deictic centre, the origo (Buhler, 1990) the centre of I-you-here-now of reference of

the animated content, routinely differs from that of the current situation of production.

In determining the bare basic components of quotation to make t his displacement
recognisable, Buchstaller (2013)stipulates that there should be at least a) a reported
message, and b) some form of marking that this message comes from a source that is

different from the reporting speaker or from a different ori go. The speaker has a
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number of options when it comes to incorporating these other voices to the here -and-

now.

Traditional studies of reported speech have focused vastly on modes of
representation classifying speaker sd p rneensmot
from whose deictic perspective they are presented grammatically, and whether the
voices are presented directly, as if emulating the actual source, or through the
perspective of the animator. Other categorizations explain the division in terms of
levels of the marking of embedding to the current situation of enunciation/production

(Clark & Gerrig, 1990) and the levels of independence between the quote and the
guoted content . Other approaches study these types in terms of modes of more literal
to most liberal forms of representation (Smirnova, 2009) So mostof the literature has
focused on the difference between what has been called ddirect6 versus dndirecto
discourse, and literary studies developed these further, incorporating also forms like

dree direct6éand dree indirectddiscourse.

Even though many studies are or gani sed around t he
representation, these may not have been described from the same perspective.
Moreover, the focus of this classific
assuming that the marking of the boundaries of quotation can be done categorically,
and unequivocally. As will be shown later, the differences among these categories are
not clear-cut in spoken interaction. Moreover, it could be wondered whether this
distinction is really relevant for spontaneous speech at all, at least in the way in which
it is defined (see the reflections at the end of this sub-section), which is whythe space
devoted to the review of these classes will be reduced, leaving only the details that

resonate with our collection.
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2.4.1 Direct reported speech (oratio recta)

oDirect reported speecho6 (DRS, henceforth) i
content and possibly the form of the original utterance(s) are represented. There are,
then, two aspects to be considered: one is the deictic anchoring of the animated
content , and the other related aspect, i's t#F

from our collection would be:

Example 2.1MCY07BOTTLE "Calm down'réprised; GAT2 Basic, adapted)

09 =and I'i was |I|ikenf
10 gjust Zcalm Ed[o: wn:, ]
11 ANG [ ‘yeah;]

Direct reported speech is said to bear clear marks of the disjunction between the two

situations of enunciation happening simultaneously (Garcia Negroni & Tordesillas

Colado, 2001). In writing, direct speech is clearly marked by the use of quotation marks,

often preceded by the specification of an actor followed by a verb of saying or thinking

(a.k.a. verbum dicendi, or quotative). In speech, the framing of direct speech often

presents a verbalisation of the author and the use of a quotative (more frequently

0sayo6, 0be Romareé&lange,de®dandBuehstaller, 2013 for an overview

in the current collection, also Chapter 4), though in this category what is known as

ofree standing quotationsé (Clark and Gerrig
0Ozero quotativesd (Mathis and Yule, 1994), t
These unmarked quotation beginnings have been found to start with turn -initial
particles | i ke (19890)pbutalsowibhwmdodicoor dedilmayshifts that

may foreground the animation even before it is started or fade out before it is finished

(Bolden, 2004, Klewitz & Couper-Kuhlen, 1999; Gunthner, 1999;Mandel & Ehmer,

2019).
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The perspective adopted is that of the original speaker, evidenced in that all deictic
elements (personal, spatial, temporal) are presented as if from the point of view of the
author/producer of the orig inal animation. So in terms of the quote, as Li (1986)
expl ains, the ofirst and second persen pror
referential with the reported speaker and th
Li, direct reported speech suspends the usual referential function of deictic elements

to use the reference points of the quoted speaker.

Because of the direct introduction of the voice, it has been said that the reporting

speaker is evoking the original situation (Coulmas, 1986)by pr oduci ng an 0i mi
e ¢ h @ucrot, 1984). However, as discussed earlier, authenticity does not seem to be

a major concern in interaction - though it may, of course, become a repairable - but

the vividness and immediacy that this form of presentation creates allows the recipient

to experience t hasifthay awerd obsgrvire ¢chatiposor® ¢ Cl ar k an
Gerrig 1990: 768) , ovicariously reexperienc

also see Chapter 6).

Buchstaller (2013)explains that in spite of possible overlap between the categories,
direct speech can be most reliably recognised as such by the deictic vantage point
from which the animated content is presented. She summarises direct reported speech
as a pract i c e -otchraithreteaactohents of previbus actions, to be free
in their syntactic form, have a deictic orientation to the experiencer, to freely
i ncorporate extralinguistic B&.tTeesd farinsohnd prr
syntactic freedom make this format fit fo r the dynamics and speed of interaction, as
well as allowing for creative forms of representation, which will become very relevant

to the practice of co-animation.
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2.4.2 Indirect reported speech (oratio obliqua)

The second most widely studied mode of representat i on i s oO0i ndirect re
(IRS), which presents some fusion between the voice of the animator and the figure.

For this mode of representation it is believed there is no expectation of fidelity and the

focus is on the presentation of content but n ot of the form. All aspects of the once-

produced content are presented from the grammatical and pragmatic vantage point

of the animator. An example of IRSfrom our corpus appears below:

Example 2.2MCY01GEESE "Tennis" (GAT2 Minimal, adapted)

863 MAD fred saidhe () he would teach me tennis

864 but then he never (0.4)

865 ( (goose hissing) )

866 KAT °ah

867 MAD what (0.46)

868 but we came to realise

869 that id never played in my life (0.4)

The marking of the introduction of another voice is contextualised with the
verbalisation of the author + verbum dicendi, it may be followed by the
complementizer that, and for English, it often exhibits a back-shift in the verb tenses,
meaningthat 0t he verb in the c¢compl daiakittotlelpastu se mu:
wherever this is possibled (Coulmas 1986:1
contravenes the rule and presents cases of the use of the conversational historical
present ( CHuAdtign mamatch wheremactivities and actions that have past

temporal reference are encodedinnon-past tense morphol ogyo (Buc
In English, temporal and spatial adverbs and demonsratives and possessives are also

reoriented to the perspective of the animator in the here -and-now, so as Li(1986:34)

expl ai ns, i n | RS o0the speaker nor mally uses

reference and the time of utterance as a tem
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of enunciation is created as a result (Garcia Negroni et al., 2001). One more
grammatical observation would be that unlike DRS where the clauses could be seen
to be independent (a topic debated in Buchstaller, 2013), the animated content is often

grammatically dependent over the reporting clause (Li, 1986).

There are a numberof implications of the deployment of this form of reported speech.

To begin with, the issue of recontextualisation is more explicit here: through indirect

reported speech the animator can be found to be summarising or glossing the content
ofaprioranimati on, facilitating oinfiltration by ¢t
the meaning of t he #98)oltisatheicantend ratlieHtloah the forrd 0 0 9 :

t hat is privileged and presented thidwwiceugh t h
comes to the fore (Coulmas, 1986), and in a way, the original speaker is not given a

voice, directly. The formatting responds to a transposition of the there -and-then of

the original message to a shared here-and-now of both the animator and their

recipient. However, these forms of quotation do not become co -animations in our

collection. This could be explained perhaps due to the process of ownership that the

first animator has already indexed over the animated content, which is presented fully

from the here-and-now, and with a rigid syntactic embedding structure that leaves less

room for joint manipulation.

2.4.3 Free indirect speech (FIS, FID) and Free Direct Discourse (FDD)

Literary studies have given these forms a | c
is seen as a form for the representation of conscience that selectively presents content

and form of an original production. This is a hybrid form that combines elements of

direct and indirect speech, blurring the boundaries between the animator and the

figure, who are simultaneously seen to be present, particularly the narrator figure who

zooms in and out of the figureds conscience
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recipient. Nonetheless, it cannot be said to be a faithful representation of what is said,
but a recreation of the actual enunciation which mixes the voices of both enunciators

who appear simultaneously (GarciaNegroni et al., 2001).

On the other hand, free direct discourse is said to be infrequent in conversation, and
differs basically from direct discourse in its lack of explicit punctuation marks: no colon
or quotation marks. Some of the uses of FDD include the naturalization of the
represented discourse as objective and unquestionable, somehow fused with the view
of the locutor himself/her self. It resembles what Clark and Gerrig(1990) have called
Oincorporated quotationso6 through which cur
within their containing utterances through depicting, but what is depicted is

csimultaneously appropriated foruseint he cont ai ni n7f0.utt er ancebo

Even though these forms of representation are mostly literary, their characteristics fit

in very well with what happens if we see quotation in speech as a multimodal
phenomenon. The bodily (re)enactment of actions from a certain perspective, the
adoption of a certain prosody, and the over
forms that conflate the voice of the animator and the figure. Therefore, it is
acknowledged that these forms of free direct and indirect discourse may have their

own instantiations in everyday speech and may actually be more relevant to interaction

than often given credit for, especially given the high levels of lamination through

prosody and non-vocal behaviour. The question of whether free indirect or free direct

discourse are perhaps more apt representations of animation in everyday conversation

requires further exploration.

2.5 Animation and positioning
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2.5.1 Animation, non-seriousness and detachment

It was established earlier that animation is aform of demonstration that is embedded

in the here-and-now of an ongoing activity, and that it involves forms of displacement

from reality, as well as from the here-and-now. What this displacement entails is that

animations will have an element of non-seriousness to them (Clark & Gerrig, 1990)

as they are not actually occurring in the here-and-now but are creatively and
selectively oOoreplayingo (Goffman, 1974) act.i
or are treated as if they could be/have been. Int hi s respect, Gof f man
0 k e y (Goffgnén, 1974)becomes relevant, referring to the transformation of serious
actions into O0something patterned on this at

something qd5).te elsed (p

There are at least two kinds of consequences to nonseriousness. On the one hand,
there is reduced responsibility (Goffman, 1974) or accountability for the actual
content of the animation ; which means that when speakers engage in framing
practices they mean tstanddn a relation of reduced personal responsibility for what
he i s sayi Algng sintilar lines, Zlark and Gerrig (1990) state that when

guotes are presented, demonstrators/animators:

Otake responsibility onlager-dndthenpnytosenti ng t he
the aspects they choose to depict. The responsibility for the depicted aspects
themselves belongs to the source speaker. So with quotations speakers can

partly or wholly detach themselves from what

In this respect, Holt and Clift (2006) believe that this detachment from the form or
content animated can be evidenced, for example,by t he o0l i cencesd t hat

found to take when animating, for instance, t a b o o utterances and
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expression®. This does not only apply to fictione
others and cases of ventriloquism, but also to animations of past events, and even of

Past Self. In the latter case, where the reporter and the reported figures may be the

csame physical persond(Golato, 2002), Goffman establishes that framing something as

non-seri ous through quotation is a way to 0l oc
from the i mperfections (and perfections) of
1974:541). Golato (2002) explains that in self-quoting speakers enact Self while

di stancing themselves from the figureesat the
observations on forms of disassociation from Self are very relevant to the analysis of
co-animation, particularly when a speaker animates their own voice and a co

participant is seen to continue that animation in a way that is not sanctioned by first

animators in spite of entitlement differentials (see Chapters 6 and 7).

So while the animator is, through the non-seriousness of replayings and (re)
enacment, seen not to take responsibility in the here-and-now for the animated
content, the animation in itself attributes agency and responsibility onto the animated
figure (Johansen, 2011) An interesting question then for interaction is how hearers

are seen to manageto distinguish between these different perspectives staged.

It should perhaps be noted that the idea s of responsibility and detachment are not
simple, and that animators are still accountable for the deployment of their animation.
The animation will have an effect in the here-and-now, which is why it becomes, in a
way, an assessable with current relevance. The other issue with considering reduced
responsibility is that it appears to mask the fact that animators overlay a stance over
the animated content and they may be accountable for this form of representation or
construction, which is a consequence as well of the lack of true authenticity. So

perhaps it would be more precise tofocusonthenot i on of o0det achment o
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responsibility, in the sense that animations act as objects introduced into the current

interaction and are commented on and manipulated for interactional ends.

Therefore, the introduction of another voice invites a f orm of alignment with the (re -
)enacted content; in other words, the here-and-now and the there-and-then establish
some form of dialogue. This is a key issue in our understanding of animation and its
deployment. This separation of the figure from the animator that has these
consequences in the hereand-now is what is called footing, and will be explored in

more detail next.

2.5.2 Animation, roles, and alignment: footing and participation frameworks

The prior sections discussedhow animators can be heard as presenting other voices
with different levels of incorporation and in a gradient from a more explicit to a more

masked marking of their voice as animators. Whereas the division into modes of
representation is more closely related to the idea of boundaries and 0i nt
section will focus on the consequences of introducing a voice in the here-and-now,
particularly in terms how animators position themselves in connection to the content

they are presenting. This will be done mostly by reviewing discourse-pragmatic studies
on the one hand, and the sociological contributions of Goffman and the revisiting of

Gof f mands mo d €1988)and otheesv Tha rexd section will supplement this
discussion by reviewing interactional studies where these forms of positioning are

found to be consequential.

2.5.3 Animation and Polyphony

In keeping with our ongoing review of terms used to refer to what we are calling

rusi

or

ani mati on, we now move opoltypyphodeydsanadfodihal
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(Bahtin, 1982; Ducrot,1984; Voloshinov, 1971) studied initially in literary studies and

then taken up by different schools of Discourse Analysis. These terms orient to the

multiplicity of layered and simultaneous voices, which seems like an apt representation

for the phenomenon we are concerned with that involves different interwoven

interactional scenes. However, the Bahktinian take is that all speech is polyphonous, as

all words have been spoken before and we are constantly evoking previous discourses:

oany utt er athedhaf-cooonncteaailresd or compl etely conce;
(Bahktin,1981: 92) . Bahktinds vi ewasaicingrefer tbitldsl o gi s m
interplay of voices in stretches of discourse, whatNglke (2017)d escr i bes as 0e
resonance or harmonies that point towards other discourses, and in the form of voices

that introduce the other in oneselfo (p.17).
o p p o s i (Duramtn&sGoodwin, 1992) or antagonisms,by whi ch t he ani mat
is also heard to be a co-author, in the sense that each word acts as an assimilation of

the discourse/words of others and is assessed, emphasized, reflected upon, in the new

act of enunciation. Thus, each act of enunciation is a recreation of, and a reply to

previous discourses.

The French school of Enunciation Theory(the théorie de I'énonciation, Authier-Revuz,

2014; Ducrot, 1984; Maingueneau, 2017, takes up the Bahktinian notion of polyphony

by first making a distinction betwedcal a) t h
event that takes place at a certain moment
and b) the utterance (enonce), o0the result o
a unit with relatively autonomous meaning and which is observable in time and
spaced( Nol kTere2oéelqdotatioB i3 g form of insertion of one situation of

enunciation into another and it is treated as a form of visible/marked heterogeneity in

discourse (Authier-Revuz, 2014)
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The polyphonic theory of enunciation put forward by this school establishes different
figures that are simultaneously in opposition and interaction. Ducrot (1984) makes a
distinction between the act of enunciation and the enunciated words and sees them
as distinct layers of meaning and subjectivity dunderstood as the marking of the
presence of the subject- in discourse. Enunciation is likened to a theatre scene where
the |l ocutor (the oO0Osayerdé) summons and stages
previous discourses, echoing previous enunciations of each word enunciated. The
locutor, then, presents in his/her discourse different enunciators (or points of view),
and through linguistic cues, shows either affiliation or distance towards the
represented words. This presence of ineracting voices in the enunciated utterances
constitutes what Ducrot calls polyphony and this form of heterogeneity (Authier -
Revuz, 1982 in Garcia Negroni and TordesillasColado, 2001:163) is generally marked
by linguistic devices such as negation, concesion, irony, humour, and quotation, the

polyphonic practice par excellence.

A social-semiotic approach to the study of language, Systemic Functional Linguistics
(see, e.g Halliday & Mathiessen, 1994), subscribes to this view of voices that are being
oeemtt ainedd in discourse and with which the
(dis)aligning, in different ways. MMattini n wha
& White, 2005) there is a sub-component they call, in line with Volosinov,
Ohetesog@glbos as part of the Oengagemebh®d syst
describe ways in which the authorial voice entertains a number of dialogical
alternatives in the formulation of an utterance and text, in a way that either makes
room for other positions ( 0 di al ogi ¢ expansiond) Or OoOppoOSE

voices (o0odialogic contractiono).

Even though the focus of many of the studies stemming from these theoretical models

has been on more oOmonol ogico6 ki nds theif t ext
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contribution for our work lies in their acknowledgement of perspectives, or stance,
being applied onto animation. That is, animation is an object, a set of views that are
objectified for positioning and evaluation. These dialogical perspectives of split
subjects and the staging of voices is not original to the French theory of Enunciation
nor to Systemic Functional Linguistics, however, but can be traced back to not just
Bahktin and Volosinov, but also Goffman (1981) and his model of footing, where our

chosen name, oani mati ono, comes from.

2.5.4 Animation and Footing

Goffman (1981)di scusses issues around positioning
defined as a oparticipantds alignment, or s

(p128). This implies that changing footing involves a

achange in the alignment we take up to o urselves and the others present as expressed
in the way we manage the production or reception of an utterance. A change in our
footing is another way of talking about a change in our frame for events. 6

(Goffman, 1981128)

Goffman looks at the speaker in their possible holding of simultaneous roles: the
osoundi/mg alb & X & g/ amai cnihg thadesb he one who Oomoves h
and down to the accompaniment of his own facial (and sometimes bodily)
gesticulations, and words can be heardi ssuing from the | ocus o
1981:144). This could be different, accordin
i n charge of the oOsentimentsao and the wor
(pl1981:144), and f r omonhdsepositiprrid establisiped bydhe s o me o
words that are spoken, someone whose beliefs have been told, someone who is

commi tted t o what.l46).hCaffmanexpthims ttatfor this latier role
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the identification is around a person in some role or identity, in t he name of a ¢

often over an ol 6.

This tripartite division of the speaker is not necessarily straightforward, nor
unobjectionable. Perhaps of the three roles the more problematic might be that of the
oprincipal 6. As our r e\sithe animatbr ovdriays b stapéesom a b o v
the animated content, and engages in some form of evaluation (see next section) of

the content presented.

To further support these objections hereby presented, Buchstallerd £2013) view

becomes relevant, who considerst h a't Gof fmanods mo d e | cannot
relationship between the reporting speaker and the reported propositions by which

animators may be overlaying through prosody and/or gesture a stance around the

figure animated or the message (p.49). In a way, gwtation consists not only of changes

of perspective but it also allows for the ©

(Buchstaller, 200424).

As our anal ysis specified, the distinction

problematic since, even though authorship is attributed to the animated figure, the

ani mator is also in a way, aut hor , or- at | e
and-now.
Gof fmands model then seems to be inadequate

practice like animation brings about. This is the centre of some of the criticism in work
by Goodwin (2007), Goodwin & Goodwin (2004), Levinson (1988), andHolt (2007), who
focus on both Goffmands notion of o0footingo

engages the possble roles of recipients.
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Levinson (1988) takes issuewith Gof f man & s p ar tby emphasisingtbah r ol e ¢
there are more distinctions than the ones he proposes and some of the categories are

left unexplained. Levinson offers a revision of the whole production format and

participation frameworks, by including primary and derived roles for the production

roles that are defined according to features that should be assigned +/ - values. These

features are meant to represent key aspects of the production process, such as
{transmission, message origin (motive, form), participant}, and key aspects of the

reception role {address, recipient, participant, channetlinkage}. So the author may be
{+participant, +transmission, +motive, +form}, whereas a relayer s
{+participant,+transmission, -motive, -form}. Levinson is very careful to stress that this

description may not be all-encompassing, but it is enough to embrace many of the

limitations in the original description by Goffman. Afinalpoint i n Levi nsasnds cr
t hat participant roles are oOoOdemonstrative s
displays by their single or joint incumbents, and that they are jointly negotiated and

not ouni |l at e r.&®b6)lwhicha sentrabgtowvenat co-afirpation does.

Goodwin (2007) al so addresses S 0ome of t he I i mi t
particularly around participation, though he
systematically analysing the complex theatre of different kinds of entities that can co-

existwi t hin a single strip of reporteahdHolpeecho
(2007) later takes up,is Go f f mfacusdos a typology of participants instead of on a

focus on participation during ongoing courses of action step by-step. The
simultaneous actions of hearers are not considered by Go f f mmaodél,smaking
speakers and hearer s t oGoadwin20@7bpi29) wieeipfaat at e wc
they are jointly engaged in constituting the events they are in. Similarly, Holt (2006:49)
dismissestre concern for typologies by arguing the
to issues to do with the production format (except by displaying that they understood

a turn to be footed) .6
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Even though the objections to the footing model are acknowledged and sided with,
calling our practice oOanimationdé all ows wus
characteristic which is, the ostensive introduction or interactional inhabitation of a

voice that is disjunctive from the here-and-now and which opens new participation
frameworks in an alternative interaction space. This overarching name does not
distinguish between speech or thought, between presumably past or hypothetical, and

includes verbal and non-verbal behaviour. Moreover, we will stress in our work the
recognition that an animator is not just a 0s
transformer of a prior or imagined act of enunciation who overlays a stance in the
here-and-now of the interaction while simultaneously introducing the voice of the

figure. Animation is then a laminated experience subject to all kinds of layering effects

(Goffman, 1981) that as the next section will demonstrate, are consequential for the

ongoing social activities within which animation is deployed.

2.6 Animation and stance -taking in interaction : evidentiality,

evaluation, and affiliation

Having described a number of defining features of animation that also inform our
choice of name, and having reviewed a large number of core studies and authors, this
section will focus on issues that were anticipated in prior sections and that are related
consequences of the characteristics of animation as a practice insituated interaction.
We have established that animation involves a split subject in the here-and-now, one
that is involved in a simultaneous attribution of authorship and stance associated to
either the animator or the figure. The animator is then seen to adopt a form of
positioning and (dis)alignment towards the reported behaviour/event. These points,

as clear from the review in the prior section, have mostly been studied for written or
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mor e 0 mo nspdechggerte§ where these alignments and the boundaries

between the voices may be more clearly established.

2.6.1 Animation as an evidential

This review anticipated earlier on that animation is a selective form or (re-)enactment

that creates a sense of immediacy and invites the recipient to be a witness, and that

authenticity and fidelity with regard to the original production cannot be guaranteed

-and may not even be relevant for participants. Therefore, the deployment of

animation in its perspectival and selective aspects then responds to the interactional
contingencies and projects of the here-and-now (Sidnell, 2006) It is then not

surprising that it is used as a resourcein or surrounding assessment sequences, but

also to do or make relevant co-par ti ci pant sd assessimints an:
respect, the evidential and evaluating aspects of animation come in contact, as

interactional studies have demonstrated.

Interactional studies of animation have focused on the evaluative and evidential
featuresof reported speech and thought, in keepi
fact of doing quoting can be the expressing
Clift 2007). Interactional studies have mostly described these uses in big packages,
particularly storytelling and complaint stories, but they have also found these social
actions to be r el evan(CouperKuhten, 2607) af animatorsi ngé u

within assessment sequences and accounts, or used to implement such actions.

In spite of its selective nature and lack of a verbatim rendering, reported speech has
been found to make claims more robust and less open to charges that the speaker
was mistaken (Wooffitt 1992, in Holt 1996)toaddano ai r of objectivity t

(Holt 1996:230). In an analysis of complaint stories, Drew (1998) shows how the
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animation of the offending party, the transgressor, is presented as evidence but not

withan explicit evaluation, all owi fhipisknbven r eci p
as Oreeoevatemt i a,l201f gstcited i8 Buchstallerk2013), a form of

explication of the access to the source, and the marking of epistemic primacy. In this
respect,Clift 2006)ar gues t hat reported speech can be
car @867 9) t o me a n ol got t her e firsto, cl a
chronological) priority in competitive assessment environments. By reporting a past

event where the animator shows themselves to havealready raised the current issue

of discussion,theani mat or i s seen to be o0laying a cl

assespibMygod

The evidential function does not only operate in the reporting of what has been seen

and heard, but also in the animation of past thoughts of Other. The reporting of

thoughts of another party, what Buchstaller (2013, based on Aitkenvald 2003:294) calls
oinferred evidenti al istlgadeyvidence of eo-pdegltiicatpa nit sdu
of concern for authenticity, as a (qtoate on
conjecture of what other people might have been thinking, usually based on outward

di splays of th8&#)r inner statesd (p

In their study of staff representations of the thoughts of patients with intellectual
disabilities through a form of ventriloqu ism, Webb et al. (2018) identify how animation

is used by staff to voice something problematic for which they would be held highly
accountable for if done in their own voice . Webb et al. argue that reported speech
somehow allows speakers to get away with making a point they wish to put forward
through the reporting ofusirg veptaldquisenriotniasagei n n e r
possible epistemic entitlement issues. Thus, in first position, this form of ventriloquism

is used to introduce a stance, whereas in g£cond position, this is deployed to offer

alternative interpretations and competitive assessments (Clift, 2007), in a way
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warranted and safeguarded by doing so in rep
patientd&s inner wor | diemsehes & Seiporarilycusbpunded er st 1
by the features that often mark stances on a subject that the speaker has no primary
ri ghts t a354p Fhseparticaldr pbservation by Webb et al is of great
importance to our work on co -animation, though especially for the animation of
thoughts of Self: later chapters will reveal how epistemic differentials are smoothed by
co-participants through the use of the animation, and any issues around the co-
ani mat or 0 s -Hamdcakces® dn the iaminsated events are not treated as
problematic inasmuch the conditional relevance of affiliation is satisfied to degrees

relative to the stances projected by first animators.

Reporting the thoughts of Self, then, is a far more frequent and possibly less delicate
issue for first animators - though risky for co -animators. Selfanimation can perform a
number of interactional actions. Hol t (199
portray a process of deliberationdé (p.233).
troubles-tellings in German, past decisions by Self are reported in the present tense,
prompting the co-participant to addresstheir talk directly to the reported decision in
order to assess it. These animations work as theatrical versions of event# that they
provide evidence for the perceived (un)fairness of the reported troubles (Goffman,

1974).

The animated voice of Self can be made explicitly responsive to other animated voces
in dialogue. Haakana (2007) discusses how in complaint stories a teller first reports
the voice of someone else, and then their own reported thoughts as a response to that
first voice,creatingamulti-l ayer ed picture oOoport in@ergctiiomg what
and on the other hand, giving the current recipient access to what went on in the
narratords mind at the specific point of the

show how this is relevant to co-animation, in particular since it is the case in our
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collection that co-participants orient to the animation of the voice of the

victims/sufferers, rather than that of the transgressors.

2.6.2 Animation, evaluation, and accounting

Apart from evidential displays, animation has been found to carry out other kinds of

action in interaction. Couper-Kuhlen (2007) studies fleeting uses of reporting Self for

the substantiation and authentication of assessments and accounts. In assessments,

she finds that the quotation does substantiation work through the addition of dramatic

detail, while authenticating the assessment by providing historical evidence of an

earlier congruent assessment of the same assessable. In accounts, there is a different

kind of work associated to the deployment of animation: delicate work is done to
justify potenti al di saffiliative past acti ol
lightdé (p.1201) on 1inhhes wa pheapkoede accessctdnthoughts t e r .
that demonstrate a rational and conscious decision made in the past and explicate

motivations without which the actions would have been seen as problematic, thus

mitigating possible transgressions. Couper-Kuhlen highlights how the historical aspect

of mpoerting thoughtsdé from a past situation
reasons, t hat are presented as bearing o0the

(p.110).

All in all, the marking of evaluative and affective stance seems to be a feature of the

deployment of animation per se. Participants may replay a prior interaction but

0si multaneously convey his or her attitude t
Clift 2007:6-7). Buchstaller (201371) explains how quotation 6 cr eat i vedhg expl c
often blurred boundaries between reporting and stance -marking, in order to portray

a subjective viewpoint that might have held at a previous time, at the time of reporting,

or both.
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These evaluative and affective issues become public through animation, andsome
interactional studies have scrutinised the role of multimodal resources in these

displays. Niemela (2005, 2010, 2011) has widely studied the orchestration of embodied

resources in reported speech as a resource for stancetaking and discusses how

affective stances are collectively built through the reporting space (see section below).

The contextualisation of affect is also key in the analyses put forward by Giinthner

1997, 1999) in her study of stories and complaints in German: reported parties are

presented directly as a means of contextualising complaints as (un)justified, and the
stance of the oOovictimdé is overlaid by the wu
scansion (Miller, 1991) and voice quality. The deployment of animation does a form

of identity work byc o mment i ng on the (mis)behaviour of
characters as representatives of (negative) social types, narrators invite their recipients

to disaffiliate from the staged f iagcesarels and
positionso (G¢gnthner, 2007:419). G¢nthner fo
parodistic stylisation (Bahktin, 1981) to construct alterity and display disaffiliation with

the animated figures, and also to build patterns of inclusion and exclusion (p.427). Our

work will expand this connection between the interactional building of identities and

the display of association through animation and co -animation.

2.7 Animation and co -animation

So far we have mostly focused on the figure of a first animator. Only really few studies
have discussed the phenomenon that this thesis is concerned with, and which we have
called co-animation, that is, responsive animationsof the same figure. This final section

in this chapter will review these prior studies.
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Couper-K u h | €189)spaper is one of the first traceable interactional studies to

di scuss the phenomenon o fparicpént contributestothed by wh
voicing of a particular figure. This co-animation is a way for the co-participant to not

only display intersubjective understanding of the ongoing activity and of the presence

of another Voi ce, but 0Oto actually become a
2010: 3149) . Sams (2010) s ugpmersttisc it gvairigt ¢ hd p
suggested inner speech f or3l31hSmilalyptdold (GOO) t el | i
identified a common phenomenon by which t e | |janrirs withd the recipients by
concurrently producing the O6samed Kkiamdl of r
are therefore seen to be 6r eacting independently but al s
reported | .45&)u ioit 20@/) fibds that in amusing stories second
reenactmentsbycoparti ci pants are frequent and act
creating further opportunities for laughter or appreciation . Holt specifies that this can

be done as a practice like reported speech allows for reduced responsibility for
transgressions, while also creating heightened intimacy (see chapter 7 for a review of

animations in joint fictionalisations).

In a study of conversational storytelling, Guardiola & Bertrand (2013) describe a

phenomenon they call Echo Reported Speech (ERS):

0The participant who is not telling the stoc
characters,while reversing the usual asymmetric roles of storyteller and listener. The

use of this device is a way for the listener to display his/her stance toward the events

told by the storyteller. I f the | istenerods s
this relevals a high degree of (Gudrdiolal& at i on
Bertrand, 2013:1)

Even though the notion of O0echod i mplies ver

this, as they identify a number of forms that ERS takes relative to prior reported
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speech, including reformulations, overbidding or enumerative constructions (i.e.
collaborative lists). They also point out how because of the roles, and we will
demonstrate in our work, because of epistemic differentials, the co-participantsd
contribution is fully constructed. Guardiola and Bertrand focus on the role reversal
resulting from ERS, and how it is precisely through this that convergent sequences are
achieved, as these ERS sequences reveal a -quarticipant fully grasping the story and
making the most of the information provided, which we will later show is a result of

the epistemic grounding built by first animations earlier on in the development of the

activity.

One of the most relevant antecedents to our study is the work by Niem ela, who by

studying storytelling dat a CAinitiated yoicedhdisett O0r es o
reported speechdé (2005:213) is actually an
storytelling: 0Oa sequence of mul t i moadal ena
interaction and a sequentially-r el ev ant practice @B268). st an c ¢

Niemeld/Siromaa (2005) finds that through the practice that we call co-animation in
t hi s padicidants eagage in the reciprocal activity of building a shared stance
turn by t ur n dln Niemel&(2060), the author establishes how this form of co-
participation is facilitated through the r e
multimodal involvement in the stance -taking activity by all participants of the telling
e v e n t3Zb8),(aplace where coparticipants orchestrate multiple semiotic channels
to display their alignment with the animated voices or the story as a whole. The
participants in the telling event then have a facilitated means and opportunity to take
convergent or divergent stances within this reporting space by format-tying their
multimodal resources. Our study shares some of the results reported by Niemela but
expands them further by engaging in detailed analyses of how this resonance is
achieved in dl multimodal levels, apart from delving into the relational consequences

of co-animation in activities beyond storytelling and with clear epistemic differentials.
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Also important for our understanding of the relational consequences of animation are

the studies by Ginthner (Gunthner, 1997, 1999, 2005 of complaints and fictive

interaction, i n which she identifies sever a
alignment:
0This kind of chiming in and taking over the

functions as an indirect means to contextualisetheco-p ar t i c i -plignmensvdith ¢ o

the report eo(f999:760y al uati on.

Like Niemela, Gunthner focuses on the deployment of verbal and non -verbal
resources, and sees the use of these reconst
as facilitative of chiming in. In the reporting of complaints, staging is seen to be
persuasive (p.254)3Nndingn dataitom tamd nmort &I( sr)e jcoct
wrongdoingdé (1997:252). | n herb), thit isdfgen o f Ge
achieved through forms of parodying and stylising social characters, which lead
Gunthner to stress the role of reported speech in the interactional performance of

oneds own identity through the representatio

0These constructions of ot her nesspositiamingn t he s
i.e. the dissociation from the constructed other brings to bear upontherepor t er 6 s s el

positioning and serves as means. for her/ his ¢

In summary, prior interactional studies of co -animation mostly focus on its deployment
in storytelling or complaint stories and in fictive interaction, and discuss how co-
animation could be a form of displaying affiliation and alignment made possible by
the theatricality of multimodal enactments of other voices, that creates vividness
inviting owitnessingdéd and oempatheticdinsert

on the findings in this section providing evidence of the organisational features of co -
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animation and its multimodal design in a number of activities, focusing on how they

facilitate association, or the creation of momentary collectivities.

2.8 Summary: key theoretical assumptions adopted in this work

This chapter has made an overview of a selection of relevant studies around the study
of the practice of animation . We have defined this interactional practice as the
opening of a new interactional space, anchored in a different time and place, real or
imaginary, where different voices are introduced, and their actions are brought to the

here and now through a number of verbal and non -verbal resources, (re)enacting
words, movements, traits that are presented selectively and through a particular
perspective. Co-participants in their responsive slots choose to continue the animation

of the same figure, orienting to the features of the first animation , what we have called

co-animation .

It has been also discused how through the introduction of these voices in an activity,
and particularly through the use of embodied features to frame this interaction as non -
serious, animators bring to the here-and-now the reported events with a sense of
immediacy and vividness that act as compelling evidence for co-participants to
become witnesses and also present their positioning. Through this playful, selective,
and creative framing, animations provide the possibility of introducing content
displaying detachment and reduced responsibility, which in turn offer s a licence to
transgress, but also turns the animation into an object for manipulation. These features
are key for our study on co-animations: we will argue that the opening of the animation
space and all that it entails seems to supply co-participants with all the epistemic
grounding and safeguards that facilitate the continuation of the ongoing or just

finished animation for co -participants to display their affiliation and alignment.
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Therefore, this space is permeable, with animators overlaying their affective and
evaluative stance on the people or behaviour animated, and with co-participants

offering endorsing or challenging responses in the form of co -animation.

Given that co-animation as such is an understudied phenomenon, the antecedents
reviewed in this chapter have shown a few gaps that will be addressed in this research

In particular, our research will reveal:

0 how the organisation of participation in co -animation works in dyadic
interaction, given that the data in prior interactional studies (e.g. Niemel&, 2011)

consist of interaction between at least three present people;

O«

how co-animation is sequenced and deployed in activities beyond storytelling,
and in particular in data like ours, where any storytelling is emergent (cfr. the
study by Guardiola and Bertrand, 2013 where stories were elicited);
0 how non-verbal resources are deployedfort he 0 h e ar a-bnimationsy 6 o f
as continuation of the animation of the 0
0 what relational and interactional consequences can be found as a result of co
animation by participants who may not have first -hand access to the context
the animated material is (re-)enacting, which with the exception of the study of
Guardiola and Bertrand (2013), seems not to have been described in detail;
0 how in spite of any differentials or delicate moral issues, co-animations are
overwhel mingly found to be Ointeracti on:

confirmed and celebrated by co-participants in the collection.

The following chapters will establish a conversation with the features and findings
hereby reported and show how the deployment and design of (co)animation in our
collection offers an answer (and new questions) to animation as a multimodal and

associative phenomenon.
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3. Methodology

3.1 Introduction

Having introduced the practice of co-animation and the main research questions, and
reviewed some relevant literature, this chapter addresses the methodological
considerations that have guided the work in this thesis. The data collection procedure
is described, as well as the instrumental forms of validation of observation of phonetic
and gestural detail, and the transcription conventions. The characteristics of the
collection and its delimitation are discussed in detail, also outlining the kinds of

phenomena left outside the scope of this work. First, however, this chapter delves into
the main theoretical and methodological frameworks and tenets that inform the

analysis of datain all its multimodal aspects, Conversation Analysis and Interactional

Linguistics.

3.2 Conversation Analysis, Interactional Linguistics, and

Multimodality

Conversation Analysis (Sacks et al., 1974)is a perspective to the study of social
interaction based on the study of naturally -occurring talk, which is understood as the
locus of social action and order (Drew, 2004). It has its roots in sociology in the 1960s

with the work of Harvey Sacks and the later association with Emanuel Schegloff and

Gail Jeffes o n . The bases of CA take Goffmanos
and Garfinkel 0s attention t o omember 0s
action.
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CA is concerned with the search for systematic, recurrent, stable patterns that reveal
the underlying orderliness and structural organisation of talk (Sacks, 1984apnd thus,
of social life. Through the detailed study of the unfolding and emergent position and
composition of turns -at-talk, conversation analysts aim at describing the normative
aspects that participants orient to and make everyday social actions possible. As

Heritage (1984b) explains:

0OAt its most basic, the objective is to desc!
in terms of which speakers produce their own behaviour and interpret the

behaviour of others.6 (Heritage, 1984hb:241)

Interactional Linguistics (henceforth IL; Couper-Kuhlen & Selting, 2001) privileges the
methodological insights and assumptions of CA but is a multi -perspective, multi-

disciplinary (Couper-Kuhlen & Selting, 2017) approach to the study and description

of language in its natural habitat of talk -in-interaction. IL analyses lingustic structures

as a contextsensitive phenomenon, focusing on how language both shapes and is

shaped by interaction (Couper-Kuhlen & Selting, 2001). | L ai ms at definin
l inguistic resources in (cueingtruwtionad eer i ng
interpretation of practi cesKeennkdSeltmg ROlZn s i n ¢
Andin viewing | inguistic wunits -tirse ptodess ofor es ul
coordination and i nter actHemn& Seleng,w20¥:RB), parti
Interactional Linguistics is a form of reaction to three common biases in a lot of prior

l inguistic worKk: t h e (LireNy 2009) the studyl o artificiah@ e bi as
decontextualised exampl es, and t he Vi ew 0
phenomenon. The contributions of IL against these three biases becomes essential

when it comes to a practice like co-animation, as the current work will demonstrate.
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Both approaches to the study of language (and beyond, see discussion of non-verbal,
vocal and non-vocal resources below) in social interaction are empirical, mostly
gualitative, micro -analytic, inductive, and data driven  (Clift, 2016; CouperKuhlen

& Selting, 2017; Hoey & Kendrick, 2016)

Conversation analysts and interactional linguists are interested in describing the

organization of turns and sequences, paying attention to the unfolding and

emergent position and composition of turns with a focus on the features of talk

t hat doare salient to participantakobinthenal yse:
progressive unf ol dDrewg2005Z00). iConteesatiancid seem as ah

emergent co-construction, a collaborative achievement that responds to the

contingencies of every here-and-now of talk.

Validation mechanisms for the identiic at i on of these features th
tumm-pr oof 6 p (Hotahley & MVooffitt, 2008) , that is, the inspection of what next

turns tell us about participantsd own unders
the social actions implemented and made relevant by it, and of what the design of

these responsive actions and the subsequent responses tothem reveal about the

conditional relevance (Schegloff, 2007)established by first turns. Therefore, participant

orientation guides the interpretation process in both retrospective and prospective

ways, and in itis to be found the evidence of the underlying orderliness:

oln so far as drkeewitmHibiged ordetliress ey dd so not only
to us, indeed not in the first place for us, but for the co -participants who had produced

t h e n{ideritage, 1984hb:243)

So CAIL scholars study howturns are prospectively designed to be recognizable and
hearable as doing certain actions that make relevant possible next actions, and how

next actions retrospectively displayacop ar t i ci pant ds untdresrasdt andi n
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what is treated by both to normatively have been the next step in the overall course

of action.

A greater part of the work done in CA/IL is of a qualitative nature, as the analysis starts

from the single case as the first locus of a putative phenomenon that may then be

found across the col Ifeoatn arh eorr etsheaatr crhaey 6 so turl
what the phenomenon is, rather than simply being included in, or excluded from, class-

me mb er s hi pSchedlo#,200%$361) . The analysis of a practice, then, should be

able to explain the single case as well as he aggregate, and it incorporates as an

important element in the validation of claims the close observation of deviant cases to

check for the generality of the features discussed (Edwards, 2@6). Schegloff (2009)

explains what a possible interaction between CA®&s qual i tative start

engagement with quantitative techniques would be in this way:

0At | east for the sort of data CA tries to c
on a corpus of data to conduct quantitative or statistical analy sis and arrive at findings;

rather, one works up the data case by case, instance by instance, the results of these

analyses serving to compose a corpus which may then be subjected to quantitative

analysis to underwrite its robustness. @&chegloff, 2009:389

Similarly, Walker (2004) clearly states why this first engagement with the single case
makes sense for the analysis of talkin-interaction, highlighting how no quantitative
measure can really change the reality that 0 a n e p i s-io-thteraction octuaréd k

in that way on that odWakeri200429f or t hose speak

Having discussed some of the principles around the empirical, qualitative, and
inductive characteristics of CAIL research, let us focus on its micreanalytic aspect. It
is c¢claimed that in interaction, ono order

di sorder |l vy, accident al , bom24l), and ¢hhteitvia the o (He
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recurrence of distinctive details within specific locations in the turn or sequence that

may make practices recognisable as such(Sidnell, 2012b). The interactional study of
practices in interaction of the last four decades has demonstrated high degrees of
organisation at all levels, going from practices so minimal such as inbreaths and clicks
(Ogden, 2013)as forms of incipient speakership marking within a turn, to particles such

as OoJohnmdleritage,1984a)t o i ndex a 0 ctb@actges like fepetitionat e 6 ,
(Curl, 2005)to mark errors of acceptability, or formulations (Heritage & Watson, 1979)

to summarise the state of talk thus far, to the study of embodied form of responses in

big packages, such as nodding(Stivers, 2008)

Then it is not just verbally and audibly linguistic but also visible and hearable non-
verbal behaviour (non-vocal: gestures,and vocal: intonation, voice quality; for a critical
review of these terms, see:Couper-Kuhlen & Selting, 2017; Laver,1994; Streeck, 1993)
as well as material resources that matter for co-participants for the design and
interpretation of actions, as was determined really early in CA history by scholars like
Goodwin (1979) in his description of gaze in the interactive construction of a turn, or
Streeck, (1993) in his study of gaze and hand gestures. The relevance of multimodal

and material resources has been underscored by Heathand Hindmarsh (2002) :

oln face to face interaction t hleenvednroente , bodi
plays a critical part in the production and intelligibility of social action. The immediate
ecology of objects and artefacts provides resources for the production of action, and
in the ways in which participants themselves recognize andmakes e ns e of each ot

c o n d u(eleath & Hindmarsh, 2002:104)

Social action is embodied action, and as such, it is a multimodal phenomenon:

OMul timodal ity includes al/l relevant resourc

build and interpret the public intelligibility and accountability of their situated action:
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grammar, lexicon, prosody, gesture, gaze, body postures, movements, manipulations

of arti f(Moodada,2018:86c . 0

The interaction of all these vocal and non-vocal mobilised resources, however, is not
straightforward, as they present different levels of integration and temporal
alignments that 0go beyonMondadag20190:49). Many ve | i r
(mostly non-CA/IL) studies have focused on the timing of speech events and gestures

in the study of co-speech gestures (Kendon, 1980; McNeill, 1992) such as in the

alignment of beat gestures and rhythmic peaks (Leonard & Cummins, 2011; Loehr,

2007; Loehr, 2012) Other interactionally-informed studies focus on th e observation of

the precedence and foreshadowing of some gestures to their lexical affiliates

(Schegloff, 1985; Streeck, 1995, 2009)The relation between these resources and the
precedence/priority of some resources over others cannot be established a priori, in

line with Kendond s1980Q) view of the complementarity of gesture and speech, and

Mc Neill 6s (1992) <claim of a opragmatic sync
Wagner, Malisz, & Kopp(2014)hi ghl i ght the rol e of notid t i mod:
versatilityoé by expl oi t eitheycoapleméneeaoh athher,ore sour ¢

create semiotic redundancies:

Othe interplay between gesture and speech is
often use the information in one modality to disambiguate, enhance, or highlight the

information in another modality .6 (Wagner, Malisz, & Kopp, 2014:209)

Il n this respect, Mondada (2019) al so stresse
resources that would pre-exist to social interactioné . a | | resources are
equally relevant f or tphSe). Inthigrespectsagptadticeike o f a c t

co-animation where participants are seen to be concurrently managing the voices and
stances of absent parties while simultaneously projecting a stance and conditional

relevance, and also as a practice where ceparticipants are seen to be actively picking
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design features of prior terms and re-doing or completing them, reveals how no

resource can be treated as irrelevant or ornamental.

Social actions, then, are implemented by complexes of position and verbal and non-
verbal resources and materialities and their interaction, which are known as

constructions (Ogden, 2010)or complex multimodal gestalts (Mondada, 2014b). These

semiotic resources act in conjunctitlayaed al | ow
utterances which may index many Sikveland & o f m €
Ogden, 2012167) . As Mondada, (2018) put s it , talk 1s made of
temporalies ar ti cul ated i n sequen(p.94dhatireyecalstrod er ed s

different yet simultaneous orders of activity may be unfolding and are all being

attended to by co -participants.

The concern for CA, then, is to define how these multimodal constructions or gestalts
contribute to the organisation of social interaction beyond the single speaker
(Mondada, 2018), and how they interact with other positional and compositional
resources. Conceiving of all resources as jointly shaped is relevant in thabther bodies
in interaction may also be part of these jointly created gestalts and may be material
objects for others, what Fuchs(2016; also Fuchs & De Jaegher, 2009iscussesin their
understanding of how intersubjectivity relies heavily on embodiment, understood as
dynamic and embedded whole-body actions of bodies that engage in mutual
incorporation, in-keeping with Merleau-Po nt y 0 s oft ihtercorpoyeality (as

explained in Fuchs, 2016)

3.3 The Data

3.3.1Description of the corpus
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The data for the thesis are two sets of video-recorded naturalistic speech corpora (see
Appendix | for a description) adding up to 10 hours 15 minutes. Mondada (2013)
defines oOnakteuerpailnigstwictoh ilnynch (2002)38&s <conce
act i vi t gderingeokactivity that i®spontaneous, local, autochthonous, temporal,
embodi ed, endogenously produced and perfor me
2013:34), and this refers to the nature of activities prior to being collected as data. The
first set of recordings, the Marina Cantarutti York (MCY) corpus was collected by the
researcher. It consists of20 video recordings, supplemented by two sets of audio
recordings, one collected with individual lapel microphones to ensure access to each
s peaker é,sandakeparate backup voice recorder. Onlythree of the recordings
selected feature three participants, all the others featuring dyadic interaction. The
second set of interactions was collected from a selection of five conversations from
Rossi Corpus of English (RCEnd is, with the exception of two recordings, made of

interaction between pairs of speakers.

3.3.2 Ethics, equipment, and collection procedure

The table below summarises the equipment used for data collection:

MCY Corpus RCE Corpus
Video | Recordings 1-15: 1 HD wide lens camera
HD Sanyo Xacti VPGHD2 (1080p, .mp4) (1080p, .mp4) (no further
Recordings 16-20: information available)

Zoom Q4n Handy Video recorder with in-built
directional mic (.mov, .wav)

Audio | Recordings 1-15: 2 omnidirectional
microphones (.wav) (no
further information
recorder (not available in conversations 5, 8,| available)

2 lapel mics connected to a ZoomH4n handy

11) (.wav)
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A two-channel Sony ICDPX312 voice recorde

(-mp3)

Recordings 16-20:
2 TASCAM DLE10L lapel mics (.wav)

Sampling rate and PCM: 44.100 Hz 16-bit

Table 3.1 Equipment employed in the collection of the corpora for this thesis

In both sets, the data collection was carried out via direct recruitment . The MCY
corpus was collected during June-November 2017, and in February 2018. The
procedure for this corpus got due approval by the LLS Ethics Committee on June 15th,
2017, and it constitutes a replication of the recruitment method employed for the first
set of data, collected by Dr. Giovanni Rossi for the Max Planck Institute at York in 2011.
Participants who were seen to be interacting in public spaces on campus were
approached by the researcher, and invited to participate, being asked to continue what
they were doing but with the presence of recording equipment. Those willing to be
recorded completed a consent form on site (see Appendix IV), and were given the
opportunity to ask questions about the study before the recording started. The
researcher set the equipment and left the area but remained visible for participants to

wave to when they wished to bring their recorded interaction to an end.

In order to ensure the greatest possible form of ecological validity, the lapel
microphones were put in place by the participants themselves under the supervision
of the researcher, and they were encouraged to remain in the location and orientation

they were adopting prior to being approached by the researcher. The camera was

generally set at gaze height, facing the participants in the setting they themselves were

in prior to the r eseaswashnetral@ays feasiiecandirucases o n

where the equipment would require participants to change position, it was the setting

of the equipment location that was privileged instead. This accounts for the variety of
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angles and field sizes (Mondada, 2013) inthe different recordings, a few examples of

which can be seen in figure 31.

Figure 3.1 Variety in angles and field sizes of different recordings

Moreover, during the period of completion of the consent forms and the setting of the

equipment, the researcher ensured that no previous agreement on topics of discussion

was made. Therefore, the starting moments of each interaction mostly feature

comments on the fact that their interaction is being reco rded, jokes about the clothes

being worn or their having to eat in front of the camera, and there is in most cases a

participant reminding another of where they had left off and leading towards topic

resumption or recycling. Further evidence of theemerget nat ur e of the pa
talk lies in their orientation to what is going on around them: comments on weather,

the food being eaten, geese approaching, or cars or familiar people passing by, among

others.

3.3.3 Some limitations of the corpora

Itisacknowe dged t hat the unexpected interruption
recording, and the presence of recording eql
(Labov, 1972) and orientation to their being recorded is made by participants in

different momen ts. However, asMondada (2013) remarks, the presence of the camera

need not be omni-relevant for participants, and those moments in which explicit
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orientation to the recording is being made can be as rich analytically and as revealing

of social normativity as those in which such orientation is absent.

It is also recognised that this camera orientation and the lack of 360-degree visual

information makes, as for most forms of video data collection, for a partial and

selective view of what is going on and of what participants have access to multr

sensor i al tsyh o(LuBh&dHeathp201®)c hos e n, h eemwsatoszadlow for 0 s

the analysis of how social activities emerge and are produced through interactions

between participants and the manipulation of obj ects and artefacts, tools and
technol ogies within t heandallovsdolgesturesdomeannhme nt 6 ( p

central and peripheral areas to be captured.

Nevertheless, these are common features also found in the data used for analysis in

widely published CA/IL studies, and they constitute in any case useful instances of

visible behaviour that is legitimately analysable. Moreover, it is recognised that the

willingness of participants to be recorded, the lack of prior notice and agreement of

topics, the invitation to talk for as long or little as they wished, and the fact that they

were encouraged to continue the activities they were sharing prior to interruption,

makes for data that can be considered to be naturally-occurring to a high degree, with

all the limitations and inhibitions that can be expected from the visible presence of a

recording equipment, and the visible curiosity of passers-b y , added to part.

of asceensi ti vityéo

In terms of technical limitations of the current corpus, 4 of t he recordings in MCY and
the whole of the RCE collection do not have single-speaker channel recordings. Also
because the recordings were made outdoors, the presence of background noise
(particularly wind and water, but passing vehicles as well) counts as a interference for

the analysis of prosodic information. Whenever this is the case and a particular
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phonetic observation needs to be validated, the impressionistic details have been
compared to the articulatory gestures on video, and an explicit note abou t the possible

unreliability of the observation has been made.

3.4 Data processing

3.4.1 Anonymisation

For ethical purposes, the data hase been manipulated in the following ways: first, all
identifying information has been anonymised, meaning that the names of all
participants and mentions of third parties and any identifying places w ere changed for
pseudonyms with the same number of syllables and stress pattern, and whenever
possible, similar sonority. Likewise, anonymising filters and white noise were applied
on the audio files and video where appropriate using Audacity , and VSCD or Shotcut

software.

3.4.2 Editing of audio data

One of the lapel mics malfunctioned during recordings 2, 5 and 6, creating an internal
vibration of the device that displayed perturbations visible near the zero crossing of
the waveform, as well as a low volume. To mitigate the effect of this, a Stop HannBand
filter in Praat (Boersma & Weenink, 2016) has been used (seefigure 3.2 below).
Measurements were taken and registered before and after the application of the filter,
to keep track of the effect that filtering may have had. These measurements were ako
checked against those done through the backup voice recorder. The image below
shows the improvement of the recognition of voiced pulses before and after the

application of the filter.
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Figure 3.2 Voicing detection and perturbation levelsaround the zero crossing before (left) and after
(right) the application of a filter

This procedure as well as noise removal filters from the open source software Audacity
have been applied to the original audio files t o ensure the cleanest quality of sound
where needed, particularly in recordings 2, 6, 9, and 10 with the sound of the fountain
opposite, and for 11 with the rumbling sound of a vending machine. The raw version

of the files was always used for verification measurements.

3.5 Delimitation of the collection

The focus of this collection is the practice of responsive (co-)animation, which in fact
emerged as a practice within a larger collection of co-productions (mostly choral
productions and anticipatory compl etions) found as a result of corpus exploration.
Once the practice of co-participants continuing or completing an animation was
singled out from this initial collection , the corpus was further explored for sequences
made up of a first animation, followed by a responsive animation that continued

the animation of the same voice, resultingin co-par ti ci pants | ol

Self/Another .

96

nt



However, defining what constitutes animation is not a simple issue, especially if an
interactional grounding is to b e made. Based on the work cited in the prior chapter,
animations were identified as featuring any of these characteristics, clustering different
design features that mark a form of disjunction with the ongoing talk in the here -and-

now:

a) Presence of a quotaive preface (not essential);

b) Change in participation frameworks, traceable by use of first or second person
pronouns, singular or plural, not oriented to by co -participants as being
addressed to the interlocutor, nor presented as if referring to the speaker in the
here-and-now; alternatively, if it is a directive, not oriented to as addressed at
the co-present participant;

In combination with one or more of these, where applicable:

c) Noticeable changes in lexico-grammatical style from immediately surrounding
TCUs;

d) Noticeable changes from modal voice into other qualities;

e) Noticeable changes in pitch range or register or volume from immediately prior
TCUs;

f) Noticeable shifts in gaze direction, posture, or gesture from immediately prior

TCUs.

Once these sequences of first animation + responsive animation were collected, for
comparative purposes, other forms of responsive animation were sought after. A
group of responsive animations emerged that consisted in second-position
animations not preceded by prior animat ions, which were seen to be enacting aspects
of the contentofthefirst-pai r part were included (called o
for further comparison, animations in responsive positions that take up prior

animations but arenot adj acent to first animati-ons we
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ani mati onso) Fi nal | y,-animated nespbnsive sumsnolfiest o f n c

animations in the same activities identified for co-animation was collected.

Responsive animations were fourd with the following sequential configurations:

a) Contiguous ResponsiveCo-animation:. B responds with an animation at pre- or

post-possible completions (focus of this study)

Pre-Completion - Responsive

Prelimimary component of (compound) TCU

Projectable Component

or

Figure 3.3 Sequential configuration of Pre-possible Completion Co-animations

Post-Completion - Responsive

T
‘
P

Pre-completion space  Transition-Relevance Place

P
! B’s co-animation
)

Figure 3.4 Sequential configuration of Post-possible Completion Co-animations

b) Responsive Recycled Co-animation: B recycles an animation by A later in the

next turn or sequence.
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Recycled co-animations

5 o c T
‘ A’s turn: includes animation B
P

Transition-Relevance Place

’ B’s turn

includes A’s animation, recycled later

Figure 3.5 Sequential configuration of RecycledCo-animations

c) Responsive Adjunct Animation: B responds to a nonranimated turn by A
through an ani mati on of t heThibaifigusatioour or

mostly results in a sequence of extended co-animation.

Adjunct animations (with optional co-animation in third position)

A’s turn (non-animated) - 5
P

Pre. ion space ition-Rels ce Place

s

» |
1

‘ (A’s co-animation)

Figure 3.6 Sequential configuration of ResponsiveAdjunct Animations

The collection featured 89 cases of responsive animations,5 of which are non-
contiguous ani mat i o3noswhichodo exat whow frgt dnimatiors n d
(06adjunct 6 aadrdo motlecomen o Janimations, and were thus kept for
future studies. 76 cases are thus considered for this study, and they all feature a first
animation followed by a responsive animation. Therefore, in order to be included in

the collection, the following final criteria were applied: the sequence should involve

animation in the following conditions:

1. it should involve a first animation by A in first position or at the end
or juncture point of a big package

2. it should display a B-animation in the responsive slot
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3. it should present a joint animation of the same figure animated by A in

first position .

Once included in the collection and transcribed, each of the cases was analysed in
terms of the overall sequential and topical activity in progress (Robinson, 2012) and
then studied within the ir micro-sequential position to identify the social actions made
relevant and effected by the animations, involving also different types of stance
displays (epistemic, agentive, deontic, evaluative, affective Thompson, Fox, & Cauper-
Kuhlen, 2015) Each animation was examined forits lexico-grammatical, prosodic, and
bodily design in the ways described below, and the design of each responsive
animation was particularly scrutinised in terms of defining how the hearability of

resonance or similarity is achieved.

3.6 Transcription

Together with recording, transcription is another CA-IL tool for representing,

registering and analysing data. AsJenks(2011) points out, transcriptions suffer from a

temporal and contextual displacement from the original situation, and are selective

and partial, as recordings are also in terms of their capturing. They turn spoken

language into written language and impose a spatial organisation of temporal aspects,

taking a sort of stable snapshot of processes that would otherwise be dynamic

(Mondada, 2018). However, as a system of representation, transcriptions make the
observations of the data oportabl(dephbum&i t abl e
Bolden, 2017:4) and make visible aspects that may not at first sight or hearing be
recognisable in the video data. In the service of making CA a replicable science,
transcription enabl es the c(@Mendada, @018) thadt 0 i mmt

provide evidence for observations and allow other scholars to see for themselves.
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Part of the selectivity and bias of representation lies in the choice of transcription
system. The most widely used system of transcription in CA is the Jeffersonian system
(Hepburn & Bolden, 2017; Jeffersonet al, 2004). In spite of its wide adoption and the
possibilities it offers for representing a great amount of detail in talk, there are a
number of limitations around the representation of phonetic detail and inconsistencies
around the use of punctuation marks and arrows, as well as lack of clarity as to the
proposed domains of certain parameters, such as for example pitch contours (see

Walker, 2004, for a full account).

3.6.1 GAT2, adapted

Therefore, the transcripts included in the following analyses have been carried out
using an adapted form of the GAT2 system (Selting, Auer,et al, 2011; see Appendix Il
for a copy of the conventions), the preferred system in Interactional Linguistic work, as
it enables a more oOoprecise representation
(Couper-Kuhlen & Selting, 2017)and a wider array of phenomena than the Jeffersonian
system allows, and it avoids a kind of pre-judgement of the relevance of some phon etic
details over others (Walker, 2004) The GAT2 system invites expandability following a
omu-l ayer 6 (Seltingetal., POLIginthatit allows different levels of granularity
in the representation (Minimal, Basic, and Fine). In this work, portons of analytic
interest have been transcribed using the Fine level in the set of conventions, whereas

other sections present a Minimal or Basic level transcript.
In the service of readability and space management, and in response to some

representational limitations, the following conventions have been adapted or added

to the original GAT2 system:
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Original GAT symbol/convention Adaptation in the current work

use of CAPITALS for accented no use of capitals for the Basic version
syllables to enhance readability. The presence of
a tone mark indexes the syllable as
accented. It is acknowledged that this is
not always the case for secondary

accents
<<creaky> speech speech> <<cr>>
<<whispery> speech speech> <<wh>>
<<breathy> speech speech> <<br>>
Non-specified: stylised <<sty , mod >>
modalised
Non-specified: IPA transcriptions (( IPA transcription here )
Non-specified: VQ parameters, eg: E.g.<<raised larynx>>
oraised |l arynxo

Non-specified: laughter particles within | Added within the words in their

the word (closest equivalent <<: - )> perceived location, following the
XXXX> smiley voice) Jeffersonian style(h°)

Glottal stop (J-) used to mark glottally Glottal stop marked in other relevant
closed pauses places, e.g. laughter particles

Table 3.2 Adaptations to GATZ2 applied in this work

Another important convention that has been adapted for our purposes and towards

readability is the use of a space to denote contractions where these could be
ambiguous (well-we 6 | | -weray.eld avad problems between the ambiguity of e.g.

owell 6 and owedl |well vet avorud mr éoxee nuts i thige 6s ec o n
similarity and the size of superscript tone marks, using the apostrophe would create

misleading readings of the transcript, and an attempt was made to avoid this.
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The impressionistic transcription of pronunciations that become interactionally
relevant as in the cases of trouble sources on which repair has been initiated, or which
become topicalised as issues for discussion is done through the Internatio nal

Phonetic Alphabet (IPAchart, International Phonetic Association; see Appendix 11l for

a copy).

Given that it is recognised that the temporality and shifts of these prosodic features
throughout speech cannot be sufficiently represented through transcription, Praat
figures with waveforms, spectrograms, fundamental frequency (f0) traces, and
loudness traces are also provided alongside transcripts to illustrate the relevant

phenomena where necessary (see section 3.7.2 for an example)

3.6.2 Multimodal Transcription (MMT)

The transcription of other forms of bodily behaviour such as gaze, hand gestures,
posture, and facial expression presents another set of challenges, particularly due to
their often simultaneous but not often matching temporalities. As mentioned earlier,
there is no assumed hierarchy or relevance of any embodied feature until the analysis
of participant orientation has been completed. As a result, only a number of gestural
activities will be included in the transcription, those found to be interactionally
relevant, with the expectation that the reason behind the omission of the other
simultaneous actions that do not seem to be interactionally foregrounded is clear
through the analysis. The system adopted is an adapted form of the conventions
collected by Mondada (2014a, 2018 which we will call Mondada Multimodal
Transcription, MMT), that enables a characterisation of the temporal trajectory of a
gesture with its phases (using a stop for preparation, a dash for the stroke and hold, a
comma for the retraction; see section 3.7.3 below for a description of stages, and

Appendix Il for a copy of the conventions) as it aligns with verbal material, as well as
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offering the opportunity to briefly describe the embodied action and to represent

concurrent actions by the same or different speakers in a parametric way.

To enhance readability and space maragement, the following short references will be

made to the bodily articulators and their directionalit y as an addition to the Mondada

system:
Right R
Left L
Hand H
Index, IF,
Thumb TF
fingers
Arm A
towards tw
Moves away | af
from
LooksatX |@

Table 3.3 Abbreviations used in multimodal transcriptions

The transcription below exemplifies some of these abbreviations:

Example 3.1Sample multimodal transcription (MCY20MUG "Scoon")

15 EVI
evi *R

16
evi >
>
17 SAM
Sam

*I's it *ESC*ONE* ((skOoy

H pOint _1!’1!*

*turns and looks R

**NO. * ()
* - RH point,,,,,,

*turnsR  *leans forward
: COON

[ <<f >+ TS
+raises folded RT

[ <<f>*"S:: COON
*

*turns L.

((skA"n))

)

*

9> SCONE*

*raises RH>
—————— *turns R>
((skA"n))

>] +

> ]

104

((sks

* A hAé



Because the description of a movement may not always suffice for clarity and
verification by the reader, the transcription of multimodal aspects, in particular,
postural, gestural and gaze detail relevant to the analyses has also been included
alongside the frame-by-frame strips presented as images.Whereas some transcripts
offer the stills of some points in time (marked with #fig), others offer sequences of the
whole trajectory of movement with arrows indicating direction or stepwise movements
(with dotted -line arrows). On those occasions where the multimodal constructions
have finely-tuned levels of temporality of a number of resources, visualisations like the
one below in the shape of opartituresod hav
temporal representation of the unfolding of the simultaneously -deployed resources.
The text is presented horizontally below the string of stills, and relevant gestural

information is signalled and aligned with the text through numbers.

~
SAM [<<f>'S::CO0N s:ku:n >]
EVI ch i "LOVE iZ?; (click) Is it ‘skon or 1 sksun. "NO; (.) [<<f>"S::COON s:ku:n >]haha
Beats = s i* 2% 3% 4%

(\
!
S
i >
/
)
} {

Figure 3.7 Sample partiture featuring visual evidence of beat gestures and their alignment with
rhythmic beats, fO trace, verbal material

Regarding the representation of the specific practice of animation, an important point
needs to be made. Prior attempts to represent the domains of reported speech, such

as the Discourse Transcripton system by Du Bois (1991) indicate animation through
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the addition of <Q Q> at the beginning of the reported content. Likewise, Niemela,

(2011) in her study of reported speech in storytelling uses the symbol @ to indicate

voicing. Because a claim in thiswork is that the animation is overlaid with a stance of

the animator in the here-and-now (made very clear, for example, when there are

laughter particles during the animation of the voice of others whose speech is being

mocked) which problematises the boundaries of quoted speech, and based on the

findings around the multiple temporalities and disalignments between the quote and

the spoken and bodily behaviour ar ound the quote and the o0u
of interest will be highlighted in bold to directt he reader ds attenti on

material of the animation .

The transcription below exemplifies some of the points made earlier around the

interplay of the animation with the here -and-now:

Example 3.2MCY04SANDWICH "I'm Desperate” (GATBasic, adapted)
34 JES hopefully,> (0.6)

35 “a:nd (.) now that we actually "know some people? hh° (0.4)
36 FIO ‘ye:ah.

37 JES as ogpposed to:; (.)

38 ‘ple;:ase =c¢ (h°) omeonmy sh (h°) ow °hhha
39 FIO fjahA ffahA hahaha

As a final point, it is relevant to point out that every effort has been made to ensure
that transcripts support the analytic claims and that they represent the words uttered,
though there are still areas where in spite of joint discussion with other academics, the
exact words seem irretrievable. For validation purposes, a large number of
transcriptions in the collection (45%) were presented during data sessions and
conference/workshop presentations, together with two special sessions of

transcription validation carried out remotely in collaboration with experienced CA
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academics and non-CA native speakers of English. PhD supervisors provided a final

check of the examples picked for presentation.

3.7 Annotation and analysis of data

3.7.1Workflow: from transcription to analysis

Transcriptions weredone using FOLKERSchmidt & Schiutte, 2010), and exported into
Praat v.6.1.10 (Boersma & Weenink, 2016) for comparative listenings and more
precision in the marking of silences and overlap onsets and offsets. Transcptions were
later fine-tuned when exported onto ELAN v.5.9(Brugman, Russel, & Nijmegen, 2004,
where the extraction of relevant visual information that may inform omissions or

mishearings was made.

The information in the acoustic and auditory domains was analysed initially separately
from the information in the visual domain, to allow for independent verification of the
detail in different channels. This became particularly relevant for the analysis of rhythm
and co-speech gestures. Prosodic information Eee dedicated section3.7.2below) was
annotated in Praat textgrids at word or segment level where relevant. Gestural phases
and postural and gaze shifts (seesection 3.73 below) were annotated in ELAN tiers
(see Figure 38 below for an example) as the muted video was played repeatedly, to
avoid any influence of auditory information. Praat textgrids were then exported onto
ELAN, where especially information around the temporality of rhythmic beats and the
alignment of gestural phases on syllables or words was compared based on the

annotations done through focusing on separate medium s.
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Figure 3.8 ELAN tiers with time-aligned gesture annotations
3.7.20bservation, transcription and validation of phon etic detail
3.7.2.1Some principles for the study of phonetics in interaction
The study of phonetic detail is context-s ensi ti ve, as participants?d

and contingent on the moment -to-moment needs of talk (Couper-Kuhlen & Selting,

1996). Therefore, asLocal & Walker (2005) emphatically remark, as analysts we cannot

know in advance what phonetic resources will be of interactional import, so in the
conversation analytic spirit of not discarding, a priori, any detail of conversation as

odi sorderl vy, a c c i(Hestage, 4984b24d), i we emesanbdbattend
refl ect everything t (Lecal&Mely, 108926), mbtiassigninganmy nat e 6

primacy to any parameter in particular (Walker, 2004:30).

So in this respect, the selected phonetic parameters in each of the individual analyses
are the result of the analysis process and of visible participant orientation processes to

prior prosodic design by their co -participants by engaging in processes such as
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matching/re -cycling, incorporation/continuation, entrainment or upgrading (Auer,

1996; CouperKuhlen, 2014; Ogden, 2006; Ogden & Hawkins, 2015; Szczepek Reed,

2006). This is often done through phonetic bundles of features that are concurrently

oi mplicated in the embodi ment of social act.i
this implies that phonetic events do not work in isolation, as they are deployed

together with other verbal and non -verbal resources to manage different aspects of

interaction, such as turn-taking, sequence organisation and social action.

What is more, as Walker and Local (2005) ex[ain, the analysis of phonetic and
interactional concerns should be carried out in tandem, and not serially. It is only
through this parallel approach to analysis that the actual interactional import of some

phonetic features may be established, and this relevance be warranted.Selting (2010)
specifies two goals in the description of phonetic -prosodic features: the
deconstruction of holistically interpreted units to isolate the formal resources used;

and the reconstruction of the way phonetic cues work with other structures in their
sequential context, in order to describe the mechanisms by which utterances are made
interpretable by participants, how the hearability of something as d&doing X6 is
established, a key issue for establishing the coherence of co-animation to prior

animations in our collection.

However, the observation and analysis of phonetic detail carries with it a number of
difficulties. Because of the complexity of what is involved in speech production and
the speech signal itself, Localand Kelly (1986) claim that observational techniques
should gather as much information as possi bl
of organic movements (..) .and the set of a
(p28). The form of observation will b e 0 p ar gAberdrombie; ©@965), analysing
components of the speech signal and their tr

various strands of the auditor flocal&rKsellg,t i on i
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1989:30). The authors propose following a parametric -impressionistic listening
approach that | ooks at speech as having
movement parameterso (i bid, p. 30). Wal ker
may be supplemented by acoustic (i.e. machine generated) in  strumental analysis

that can further validate impressionistic observations. For instrumental validation, the
2-channel recordings (where available) and the backup audio recordings were

processed through Praat for the instrumental validation of impressionistic noticings.

The aim, however, is always to try to have the same kind of access to the features that
could have been perceived and oriented to by the participants themselves at the
moment of speaking, which is why the choice of units of representation or
measurement (e.g. semitones, or Hertz logarithmic) represents what has been
experimentally found to be closer to auditory percepts (Borden et al, 1994; Johnson,

2004; Morton, Marcus, & Frankish, 1976; Nolan, 2003)

0 |

(:

| n order t o carry et midredead d e ¢l Waalnkde r-Q o p2 0 1 2

impressionistic listening that enables the analyst to later record phonetic detail, a clear
understanding of the features making up different prosodic and phonetic phenomena
is essential. A s s u mii mgfLotah&a Kelly,01880)is emeeohticee | i
useful ways of approaching the transcription process, then the knowledge of the
constituent parameters making up phonetic detail becomes relevant as a starting

point, before the analyst is able to make more precise descriptions.

The study of phonetic detail in this work attends to these principles and will focus on

how co-participants deploy these resources to make their contributions hearable as

st

a(n) (co)ani mati on, relative t bereaca,@fdfoot her 0 :

the indexing of stance.
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3.7.2.2.Phonetic parameters and their acoustic features

Phonetic features that can be part of a record of detail include:

O«

pitch: contour, level, range and register

loudness

O«

duration

O«

O«

tempo

(@]

rhythm

O«

phonation types: voice quality

O«

articulatory features: voice/place/manner of articulation of consonants,

direction of airflow, release, height/frontness/rounding of vowels.

Each of the features above bears its own constitutive acoustic, articulatory and auditory
features which can be exploited interactionally in different ways. This section focuses
on some important features considered in the analysis of these parameters. Before
delving into each, a general note on the management of possible challenges around

conversational data for prosodic analysis is made.

3.7.2.3Acoustic measurements in conversational data

The first observation is that naturally-occurring data does not offer the same kinds of
comparability that laboratory data possesses. This means that forms of normalisation
(Thomas, 2010)need to be put in place for an acoustic analysis of the phenomena in
order to allow for intra - and inter-speaker comparison. Fa that end, and following
Walker (2004; 2017), a representative sample of one minute of speech per participant
was collected and descriptive statistics around their pitch baseline, topline, and midline
(based on the median) was determined. All observations and analyses of pitch across
speakers or within the same speaker have been made on the basis of fO scaling to

logarithmic scales (Hz log and semitones,Nolan, 2003), as mentioned earlier on.
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The second observation is around the treatment of overlap. Whenever available, the
separate channel recordings were used, though due to the proximity between
speakers, often the voice of both speakers is hearable. As Kurd, Brown, and Wells

(2013:725) explain:

oWhil e the tempor al am aseerdlativalyn straigbtforivaace t o f
to identify, the extraction of features such as FO and intensity poses a major
challenge for current sound separation techniques, as it does for the listener,

however skilled.6

Whenever overlapping talk is found, the perceptual details have been compared to the
timing of articulatory gestures on video, and an explicit note about the possible

unreliability of the observation has been made.

Having discussed some of the main procedures, the following introduces a few

observations regarding the different parameters that have been studied:

Pitch and 0

All the measurements and figures of fO height and contours were made only after
manual inspection of the fO traces in Praat and correction of any errors due to
microprosodic effects (Ladefoged, 2003) was completed. The unit selected for
measurement was Hertz logarithmic, and for normalisation and comparison across

speakers, semitones were used.

Pitch height and pitch register: the perception of the oO0tone
(<h>) or low (<I>), which depends on the rate of vibration of the vocal folds, is

measured through its acoustic correlate: fundamental frequency (FO0), in Hertz (Hz).
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Each speaker can exhibit a certainpi t ch r ange, 0Oa speakerds o)
during a given c o0 nReed2814:79), aml @ pitthSegisterax ppank

the local choice within a particular stretch of speech. Each s pemg&waso s
established in the method already described, and a mid-range reference point was

chosen from the median (and not the mean), in the understanding that values within

a speakerds range are gener @alkey 2084k e wed t owar

Pitch contours are said to be tunes that span over a longer domain than the segment.
The oOoinventoryo of pos s ihstoreallypdefined lin diffebentt our s
ways according to different traditions and based on different varieties. Therefore, in-
keeping with Interactional Linguistic studies that follow the British tradition of the
school of London (e.g.O6 Connor , Ar nol dndascapuredtbrbughthel 9 6 1)
GAT?2 system, the following relevant contours will be considered from their starting
trajectory in the focal accent, and their final point at the end of the phrase will be

specified, thus:

Contour Finishing point
(termination)

Falling () To low (.)

To mid ())*
Rising () To high (?)

To mid (,)
Level () mid ( )high (¥ )
Risingf al | i n g Tolow(.)

To mid (;)*
Falling-r i si n g |Tohigh(?)

To mid (,)
Stylised tones low + mid (ZX §X)

high + mid(§ ZX)
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Table 3.4 Inventory of pitch contours and tone marks employed in transcription and analysis (those
marked with * may be treated as stylised tones)

Pitch heightorfleve/ i s sai d to be significant at the |
placed but secondary accent in the intonation phrase. Before the focal accent, upsteps

and downsteps in pitch may be found and these may be repeated in the intonation

phrase in a series of steps (climbing or sliding heads). All significant pitch changes have

been transcribed using the conventions of GATZ2, particularly through the use of arrows

(§ X though for further verifiability, fO traces are also provided.

Loudness and Intensity

Loudness acoustically manifested as/intensity, i s oO0dependent on the am
sound wave, the size of the variation in air
in decibels (dB) This is perceived and annotated as loud/forte (<f>) or soft/piano
(<p>), increasing/crescendo cres> ) or decreasing/diminuendo (<dim>). The typical
loudness values for conversation, according to Szczepek Reed (2D1: 180), center
around 60 dB, and whispering, around 30 dB. Loudness values in this work will be
treated as indicative, but given the complexity of loudness as a perceptual and
acoustic phenomenon (Baken & Orlikoff, 2000; Borden et al., 1994) impressionistic

observations will prevail.

Speech Rite and Tempo

Tempo-Speech Rate.:perceived and represented in GAT2 as fast/allegro €all> ),
slow/lento (<len> ), increasing/accelerando acc>) or decreasing/rallentando
(<rall> ), tempo has been measured in this corpus as syllables per second, taking the
canonical rate and not the surface rate, in keeping with studies that state that it is
closer to how speakers perceive tempo (Plug, Lennon, & Smith, 2019) The reference
values to warrant changes in tempo have been collected from neighbouring talk and
set locally and at the level of representative samples of speech, though as with

loudness, impressionistic observations will be privileged.
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Rhythm

Rhythm. One of the most complex parameters to establish in conversational data is
that of rhythm. In the current wo rk, the approach selected was that of identifying,
whenever designed by speaker s, patches
g e st @Aler, €EauperKuhlen, & Muller, 1999; Couper-Kuhlen, 1993) Here isochrony

is understood as the perception of a grouping and pattern of rhythmic beats of
prosodic prominence happening at similar intervals in time. Perceptual similarity across
intervals was defined in such a way that
second spacing (Ananiti, 2009) and with a threshold of inter-interval variability no
larger than 20% (Auer et al, 1999). It is acknowledged, however, that the perception of
rhythm is a complex matter, and it has been found that events with longer inter -

interval variability have still been perceived to be isochronous.

The procedure included first the identification of rhythmic beats perceptually, with the
identification of prosodic prominences (pitch upsteps or downsteps, beginning of
pitch contour, loudness shifts) and then the marking of beats on the fO peak/trough in
Praat textgrid (Ogden & Hawkins, 2015). These techniques were accompanied with the
overlay of a digital metronome onto the audio track to allow for a more objective

comparison of the perceptual aspects.

The rhythmic information was presented in textgrids with an * marking the location
of the beats and another tier with the measured duration of the interval in seconds

(as in Figure 39 below)

115

of

t



e > e oty ettt 3
s - , e i1
450+ b
. 3004
X .= P . /\ ———
Z 1 S(I-N-\ - e ——
z
50
ohi | love it el }:k is il ‘ scone or scone | no ‘ SCOon
5000N
: . c
* L) L] * * * X *
J | J | J 1 |
0.41 0.43 0.44 0.62 0.58 0.67 d

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1 1.2 1.4 1.6 L8 2 22 24 2.6 2.8 3 3.2 3.4 3.6 38
Timce (s)

Figure 3.9 Praat textgrid with a) waveforms b) fO in Hz logarithmic c) textgrids with words d) beats *
and time intervals in seconds between beats

Voice quality and articulatory settings

Voice quality/articulatory settings: The investigation of voice quality is made difficult

given the lack of comparable contexts in this kind of data, which makes acoustic
validation more complex. Voice quality shifts from modal voice were identified

auditorily and the kind of quality was labelled as a result of reference listenings (Local
& Kelly, 1989) with materials by Laver (2009) and Esling, Moisik, & Coey (2015). The
description of the shifts was made with the support of the Vocal Profile Analysis (Beck,
2005; San Segundo & Mompean, 2017) to establish the relevant perceptual and
articulatory parameters (see Appendix IV for a copy of the full profile). For some
supralaryngeal articulatory settings, visual information on larynx lowering or raising,
changes of the tilt of the neck or lowering of the chin, and labial posture was also used.
In terms of acoustics, relevant information from the spectrogram was obtained in the

case of creaky and breathy voice.

The composite Praat figures in this work wer

saipts.
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3.7.3 Annotation of gesture, posture, facial expression, and gaze

Having determined that multimodal resources will be seen as a complex but the import
of individual components will not be cherry -picked, but rather, foregrounded as a
result of analysis, the study of gesture, posture, facial expression, and gaze has been

subject to the same kind of parametric observation as phonetic detail.

This section describes the conventions selected for the annotation and analysis of
gesture. Gestural trajectories have been traditionally grouped in gestural units broken
down in stages, or gestural phases (Kendon, 1980) of which only the stroke is said to

be obligatory:

1. Rest, or homeposition (Sacks & Schegloff, 2002) a stable position from where
the movement is seen to start

2. Preparatiort. with the limb moving away from home position

3. Prestroke hold: the point reached at the end of the preparation but with a
retention of the gesture before the peak of activity

4. Stroke (obligatory): the peak of effort and t he point where the meaning of the
gesture is said to be realised, also generally done in the centre of the gesture
space

5. Post-stroke hold, another possible holding at the end of the stroke moment but
before the retraction begins

6. Retraction/recovery. the return to home position or a new rest position
These trajectories were annotated delimited for hand and arm gestures, as well as for

postural shifts in the data, on limb -identified tiers for each speaker in ELAN, and their

alignment with speech whenever relevant was identified through a muted frame -by-
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frame replaying of the video and through the comparison of the temporality of these

non-vocal events with vocal events as marked independently in Praat.

McNeill (1992) proposes a classification of manual gest ures which has been taken
up in the labeling of interactionally -relevant gestures. Only the categories used have

been included below:

O«

Iconic gestures refer to events, objects, or actions that are being described
verbally and bear a clear resemblance to their refererts. These kinds of gestures
can be said to be presented from an observer viewpoint (O-VPT) or a character
viewpoint (C-VPT).

Deictic gesturesare pointing gestures that point out locations in space

O«

Beatsare small, fast, low energy gestures that may be performed repeatedly

O«

and may be closely synchronised to speech objects (Loehr, 2007; McClave,
1994), and are usually the kinds of gestures stulied in connection to speech

and for what is known as o0(audio)visual p
Whenever relevant, the handshapes are described according to their similarity to the

signs in the American Sign Language manual alphabet(McNeill, 1992; Tennant &

Brown, 1998)
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Figure 3.10 ASL fingerspelling (From McDonald et al., 2017)

Another relevant observation is around the spatial frame of reference , or the gesture
space (McNeill, 1992). For the purposes of this work, only central versus peripheral
spaces have been identified when this becomes interactionally relevant as well as the
directionality and perspective  of the gesture, and whenever necessary, these areas
have been shown in the analyses as they pertain to the particular seating
configurations of the participants. Possibly measurable kinetic issues of amplitude,
iterativity and speed will also be described but in more impressionistic terms in this

work.
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Figure 3.11 The gesture space as defined in McNeill (1992:89)

As established for prosodic detail, gesture will not only be considered as a single
speaker6s phenomenon, and processes of
for the interactional relevance of certain gestures. In defining processes of gestural
mirroring/matching or continuation, underlying features will be considered, in
particular around whether it is the same articulator used, if the trajectory and direction

of the gesture is comparable, and where in the gestural space they occur.

Itis acknowledged, though, that there are more systematic and fine-tuned descriptions
of gestural trajectories and kinematics (Lausberg & Sloetjes, 2016) and more advanced
ways of determining the alignment of speech and co -speech gestures(Pouw & Dixon,
2019), such as the use of motion tracking, and it is expected that these tools will inform
future research. However, even though these tools are useful for visualisation, more
needs to be known about how the timing of co -speech gestures and speed or

trajectories of gestures are perceived by co-participants in conversation.
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3.7 Summary

This conversationanalytic, interactional-linguistic study on the embodied organisation
and design of co-animations will then assume that the phenomenon is made up of
multimodal constructions whose components will become relevant and be
foregrounded and oriented to by co -participants in each local situation of interaction.
The use of embodied resources,of which linguistic resources are part, are not a single-
speaker 0s phenomenon but are interpreted,

participants in interaction.

Instruments that allow for the recording, registering, annotation, and analysis of
especiallythe phonetic and gestural aspects of the data are used to ensure replicability
and verifiability. However, because of the need to ensure an emic perspective-i.e. a
participant-informed perspective that should be consistent with participant access to
the phenomena-, impressionistic auditory and visual observations of design detail will

be given an important role.

Having discussed the research questions and the methodological assumptions and
procedures instrumental to their resolution, the next chapter will delve into the
phenomenon of co -animation, beginning with an overview of the collection and of the

participant problems associated with the deployment of the practice.
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4. Co-animation: jointly opening,
sustaining, and closing the animation
space

4.1 Introduction: Animation, co -animation, and the animation

space
This research aims at describing the practice of ceanimation - the creation of
sequences where two participants are seen to be animating the same voice- and how
it contributes to the buildi ng of momentary collectivities. In previous chapters, some
of the most relevant studies of animation were reviewed, and some of its defining
features have been identified. Animation as understood in this work entails the
introduction of the voice of a figu re who is either not present in the here-and-now, or
whose words are not understood by participants to be rooted in the here -and-now. In

staging this voice, a participant is seen to be:

O«

effecting a deictic and reality displacementinto another past or fic tional context
of interaction
0 changing participation frameworks, bringing to the here-and-now not only

absent or displaced speakers, but also absent addressed recipients;

O«

producing a non-serious multimodal enactment of a distal scene that creates
vividness and immediacy, providing a recipient with evidence and accessas a

witness who can thus empathetically insert themselvesinto the animated scene;

O«

And at the same time, indexing some form of detachment and distance from
the animated content, turning it int o an object that invites evaluation and joint

manipulation.
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These displacements that animation entails while making certain next actions
conditionally relevant are navigated quite seamlessly by participants, and this is the

result of interactional work . In the following example (to be analysed in full in Chapter

6), featuring a mother (Cassie) and a daughter (Leonie) cecomplaining about Cas si e 6 s
partner, an absent third party, these characteristics of animation become relevant.

During an ongoing indirect complaint episode, Cassie is seen to move from her talk in

the here-and-now about her partner, (lines 33-34) to talking asthe partner, which shifts

the referent of the use of the pronoun 01 06 |
doing what both ¢ o-participants recognise as the complained-about behaviour. This

is not taken to be an announcement of her illness to Leonie, and neither is the use of

oyouod in line 37 oriented by Leonie as being

Example 4.1MCYO9PIN "llI" (GAT2 Bas adapted; MMT)

33 CAS i dont “know it s just Iliken (0.2) ((sniff
34 you "~ just dont always go ~on about it R{(O0. 4
35 LEO "no you +§do:][nt,
cas +...RH up telephone gesture - >
36 CAS [((click))] gynfioh i m+ (0i3) |
CAS > —mmmmmmmemmmmmmmeee e -t
37 i spoke to you ten “minutes ago = you were "ill i;o=
38 = ‘yes:. ;
39 i T glet infQ.]

Cassieds ani m&8t9i ors iwr alti wst anndtion @,al whit ke may
either consist of the animation of a single voice, or of animated dialogue of two or
more voices. Cassiein line 35 foregrounds the animation through a held telephone
gesture initiated before verbally bringing the figure of the partner to life in the
interaction, and this is the first marker of the opening of what we will call the
Ganimationspace 6 ( based on the not i onrmiemda, 20l)ean 6 r epor

interactional space which co-exists and is intertwined with the here-and-now in
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complex ways, but which consists of material associated with a different participation

framewor k anchored i n-amd-trheald.or fictional

The schematic representation of the ani
in the there-and-then of the animation space as part of a wide area marked with a blue
triangle. The dotted lines restrain the verbal material, but the wider blue animation
space incorporates other aspects of the animation, such as bodily behaviour, and the
weaving in of the stance in the here-and-now, whose temporal domain does not
necessarily coincide with that of the verbal material (see section 6.3) Whereas the
verbal material may be more unequivocal in the identification of the boundaries of
animation, the animation space has fuzzy boundaries, and as this thess will reveal, this

indeterminacy makes the animation space expandable by co-participants.

Figure 4.1 Schematic representation of the animation space in the "llI" example (lines 36-39)

Therefore, an important problem for participants, given the displacements and
overlaid stances that animation entails, is how to attribute authorship and evaluative
stances accurately. Where the figures animated involve the voices of absent others (the

partner, in line 36) and the voices of the animator addressing the absent party and not
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her recipient in the here-and-now (lines 37-39) while at the same time making relevant
the stance towards this absent party in the present context of interaction, the question
of how the animation space as a displaced context of interaction is contextualised and

made recognisable as such becomes relevant.

Moreover, it was shown in Chapter 2 also how Leonie continues the animation of
presumably Cassieds (or Cassie + her) voice
40-42), keeping the participation frameworks of the prior animation, another action

that needs to be made hearable as such In other words, Leonie keeps the animation

space open, and this is interpreted by Cassie accordingly.

Example 4IMCYO 9 PI N 0| |;IGAT2 Basio adapteth u e d

40LEO [ i gkno:]:w, =

41 =you “told me you were ill yesterday: -

42 you Z tol d weeeilyhe day be fo:re huhuh®(0.4)

Thus, Leoni e d s42 makd up whatwe tall aresgonsivé co -animation ,

and Cassie + Leoni ed s-42iswha wectllicaeanimétionoasal | nes
phenomenon, a combination of contributions involving a joint animation of the same

voice, schematised in figure 42 below. The animation space is thus considered to be a
permeable (in-keeping with Niemeld, 2011), jointly-negotiated, multi-layered
interactional space with its own (displaced) participation frameworks, which is overlaid

onto the here-and-now of the interaction, and interacts with it.

125



Figure 4.2 Schematic representation of the shared animation space (lines 3642)

Responsive co-animations , then, are animations by a co-participant (who will be
called Other, or B) in a responsive slot, of the voicefigure that the first animator (Self,
or A) has just been o0doi ng -dnenatedgeSponisescanhe pr i
be continuations in post-possible completion position, or they can be anticipatory
completions, started at opportunity spaceso6 (Lerner, 2M4a) or in recognitional
overlap. As with many other co-productions, the speaker whose contribution was
extended or completed may introduce a confirmation or rejectionof B6 s contr i but i

or initiate repair on it.

Normally and overwhelmingly in the coll ection, it is first animators that provide an

agreement token in third position, confirming the suitability of the prior responsive

ani mati on. I n this case, however, Cassieds
reporting the prior telephone conversation, animating her voice as a response to the

partner still, announcing something that appears to reveal the bad timing of his call,

as they were at the clinic awaiting a diagno

Example 4IMCY O 9 PI N 01 |;IGAT2 Basio, adaptdh) u e d
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43 CAS ( we re at) the “clinic in “york (0.3)

44 °huhuhu

45 (g (h®) oingr (h°) ound a) roundabout “twi:ce. h°
46 LEO burj°hh he didnt give a “shit when he was on the “phone, (0.4)

Thus, the animation space in this case is not closed by the first animator, Cassie, but

by Leonie in line 46, who explicates, in the hereand-now, a stance that could be part

of Cassieds reference to the clinicoaynd rour
the animation space is permeable and open for manipulation by all participants, who

jointly manage its duration and closing points.

The current chapter starts by discussing in more detail the kinds of interactional
problems that co-participants need to solve whenever animation is deployed,
particularly around the intertwined reality of the animation space with the ongoing

courses of action and relational issues in the hereand-now.

By initially zooming in into first animations, this chapter will show how the shift from

the here-and-now into the there -and-then of the animation space is contextualised.

Moreover, given that the current research centres around how co-participants

continue and complete prior animations while satisfying the conditional r elevance of

the response, an overview of how first animations are formatted, what next actions are

made relevant, and how much access B is given to the content and action of the

animation before the co -animated contribution starts, is essential for an understanding

ofco-ani mation. As Niemel?2 (2011:56) argues, tF

pointdé for any subsepaticppants. ani mati ons by co

Therefore, the first part of this chapter makes a broad overview of the animation space
with a focus on what (if any) quotatives are used as prefaces by the participants in this

coll ecti on, on t he ani mati on contentos dei «
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gestural-postural configuration inasmuch they contextualise animation as such, while
also overaying a stance of the animator towards the animated content in the here -
and-now. This chapter then turns to what type of content and voices get represented
or re-enacted, and by whom, and what affordances and consequential implicativeness

might lie in th ose features.

The second half of this chapter focuses on how co-participants keep the animation
space open by using co-animation as a responsive option. This sectionintroduces the
positional configurations for responsive animation in the study (refer ba ck to Chapter
3 for an overview, and chapter 5 for a detailed description) and their associated risks
and demands: pre-emptive completion animations, contiguous post-possible
completion responsive animations. Some of the alternatives to animation in the

responsive slot are also explored.

The final section of the chapter will describe how co-participants exit the animation
space and orienttoco-ani mati on in the collection,

co-animations as responses.

4.2 Participant problems around the deployment of (co  -)animation

Of importance to the present study, but firstly, of relevance to the participants
themselves, is how first animations are introduced, how they are made hearable as
animations, and how responsive animations, in turn, resonate (Du Bois & Karkkainen,
2012) with the previous turn. This section will address some of these partidpant

problems and how they are oriented to by co -participants across the collection.

Part of the complexity of animation and co-animation lies in the simultaneous

management of the here-and-now and the there-and-then. It concurrently involves
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the (re-)enactment of a behaviour/event anchored in another place and time, but one
which also projects a particular stance, and which is deployed as a resource for the
needs of the here-and-now of the interaction, making a particular kind of response

conditionally relevant.

Therefore, one of the challenges for first animators is to mark the shift from the here -

and-now into the parallel there-and-then of the animation space, to make

recognisable the shift from o0doing beingbo

activity with the currentco-par t i ci pant , t o (ArGhemnag ditleeentn g 6

time or space. This alternative interactional space, the animation space, is opened with
a role shift, a change in participation frameworks, and forms of temporal and locative

displacement, as well as through prosodic and bodily shifts.

However, as stated earlier, the boundaries of the animation space are fuzzy, as different
resources start their trajectories at different points (e.g. transitions into the animation
space may be foregrounded gesturally or posturally; Mandel and Ehmer, 2019) even
before the animated speech is presented, and at the same time, some of these
elements of design are in fact projecting a stance from the perspective of the here-
and-now onto t he animated voice. Nonetheless, the identification of left and right
boundaries of animated content is not ostensibly treated as a repairable by co-
participants, so an interesting task for the analyst might be to identify why this is so,

and how this is managed.

Another issue that appears unproblematic for co-participants -and therefore is ripe for
investigation as an interactional achievement- is the successful ascription of stance
and authorship of the animated content. An animator is simultaneously he ard to be
quoting -without necessarily any explicit concerns of authenticity-, overlaying their

stance onto animated content that bears a usually identifiable author, who is also
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ascribed a specific action and stance (Couper-Kuhlen, 1999; M. H. Goodwin, 190;
Gunthner, 1997; Niemeld, 2010; 2011; Siromaa, 2005) This could render an
interactional risk in that co - participants could potentially mis -ascribe views and words
to the current animator, or may respond to an animation towards an absent third

party as if it had been addressed to them. Nevertheless, this is never the case in the

collection.

This interplay of co-existing stances and authorshjpbetween the speaker in the here-

and-now and the animated voice are consequential for the affiliative concerns that, as

will be explained later, seem to motivate the deployment of animation in the first place.

And unless the animatorés attention | ies wit
seem to be an issue for the participants, who treat the content -possibly for practical

purposes of the progressivity of the interaction - as if it had been produced in that way,

or at least refrain from repairing it (Clark & Gerrig, 1990)

Therefore, first animators need to frame their shifts into the animation space to t heir
co-participants, also contextualising in some way that certain words and stances are
ascribed to a figure (displaced Sel-and-Ad, or
then, while simultaneously contextualising the current action and the action that it

makes relevant in the here-and-now. These interactional exigencies for the first

animation are schematised in figure 4.3 below. These aspects are managed
simultaneously through turn design and sequential position, as this and the next three

chapters will demonstrate in different ways.
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A Framing shift to animation space
Indexing current action &
conditional relevance

Figure 4.3 Interactional demands around first animations

At some point in the development of the ongoing turn, after the opening of the
animation space, and particularly in this collection towards the end of the ongoing
activities, first animators may close the animation space and make a particular
responsive action relevant, particularly a display of endorsement, solidarity, or a shared

display of amusement (see Chaptes 6 and 7).

If co-participants are to re-open this animation space - as they are seen to do in our
work- then they need to make their contributions designedly hearable as
continuations or completions of an animation of the same voice , by format-tying to
some of the features of the interactionally constructed there -and-then by first
animators. Co-participants need to be heard as picking up design features of prior

turns to ensure this recognisability.
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But because they are introducingani mat ed content oon behalf o
constitutes an interact i o rofaniisrepréssning the firsdb get t i 1
speaker 0s-ani mavsi. ng€ocould potentially be treec
entittement to own their views and experiences and to the
t h e ms e(Goffmas,61971; Heritage & Raymond, 2005; Lerner, 1996a; Raymond &

Heritage, 2006; Sacks, 1984b) This is particularly relevant in a great part of the

collection of troubles -tellings and complaint stories where only A is seen to have first

hand access, where the content animated is part of an Aevent (Labov & Fanshel, 1977)

and B is thus seen to hold a lower epistemic advantage -that is, they would be K-

relative to the animated reference; see Heritage, 2012b. In this respect, whose voice is

animated and by whom, and the connection of the animated content to reality

becomes of paramount importance when it comes to evaluating these interactional

risks. In order to avoid any misestimations, co-animators need to rely on the epistemic

and affective ground previously built.

Concurrently, in the here-and-now, co-par ti ci pantsd contri buti on:
designed as coherent responses informed by the conditional relevance of prior turns,

and in this sense, they also need to build on prior cues as to what an (dis)aligning

affective stance and (dis)affiliative response would be. Should coeparticipants co-

animate, they are highly accountable for such a non-canonical responsive action of co-

opting the animator role in the development of an activity that they may not

necessarily be entitled to expand, so the relevance of their actions in the here-and-

now should be manifest to first animators. In this respect, the relational reward should

be greater than the relational risk of disaligning by trumping epistemic entitlement

and ownership.
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So co-participants seen to be co-animating need to also simultaneously orient to the
there-and-then by making their animation recognisable as such, and to the here-and-
now with the production a fitted (dis)affiliative response that reveals understanding of

the course of action being implemented, as figure 4.4 below shows.

Figure 4.4 Interactional demands around responsiveanimations

In summary, the deployment of (co-)animation poses a number of interactional
exigencies and risks: first animators need to mark the shift into the animation space
and design their TCUs in a way that the proposed authorship and stance attributions
of the words and their delivery can be discernible to the co-participant.
Simultaneously, the course of action and conditional relevance of the deployment of

an animation at turn boundary also needs to be made recognisable. Co-animators, in
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turn, need to orient to the conditional relevance of the turn by A by providing a
response, while also mobilising the resources that may make their contribution

hearable as the animation of the same voice.

This section has intoduced some of the complex issues around animation that this
and the next chapters unveil and analyse. The following sections first turn the attention
to the first animator, whereas the remaining sessions pave the way for the analyss of
co-animation in further chapters by discussing how animation is an option at the
response slot, and in what positional configurations relative to a first animation these
responsive animations emerge, as well as how these responsive ceanimations are

oriented to.

43 Opening the oOanimation spacebo:

First animators mark their animated material as disjunctive from the here-and-now in
different ways. In our first example (dll§), the mother was found to make a Y-shaped
hand gesture resembling a telephone to mark the opening of the animation space,

with the voice of the partner on the phone produced with a lower pitch range relative
to her midline, and pressed sides of the lips and with the use of the second person
singul ar p r and gamgenaversignofiord Leonie which marks this as being

addressed to this absent third party and not to Leonie.

These resources are seen to be marking the shift in voices but also contextualising a
particular stance. This section focuses on first animatons and discusses what forms of
verbal and non-verbal, vocal and non-vocal (Laver, 1994)framing or of early flagging
(Couper-Kuhlen, 1999; Klewitz & CouperKuhlen, 1999)of animation are employed by
first animators in the collection to make their contrib utions hearable as displaced away

from the here-and-now.
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Before moving on to the description of the resources as they are deployed in the
animations in the collection, a set of important observations stemming from the

collection needs to be made:

Not all animations make use of the same resources;

O«

The resources framing or flagging the animation have different temporal

O«

alignments relative to the verbal material of the animation;
0 The same or different (clusters of) resources within an animation may
concurrently be seen to orient to the shift into the animation space, while also

contextualising a stance towards the animated content/voice;

Given that many of the forms of indexing the opening of the animation space are
consistent with those described in the studies reviewed in Chapter 2, the following
sections will only focus on those framing devices that have been found to be
analytically consequential to the emergence of responsive co-animations, as the
framing resources of first animations will become consequential for resulting co -
animators, who will embed their contributions in different ways to ensure that their
own contributions, contiguously placed, are heard as co-animations. So the design of
first animations will then lay the ground for the design of co-animated contributions
that will be heard to orient to one or more of these resources in responsive position,

as Chapter 5 will describe in detail.

4.3.1 Quotative prefaces

Studies of reported speech have established that one of the most frequent ways in
which animations are hearable as such is through quotative prefaces . These are

explicit verbal markers of the opening of an animation space, and they may foreground
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The multimodal and sequential design of co-animation as a practice for association in English interaction

the type of animated content, and/or be part of a structure that anticipates a stance
towards it. When present, quotatives will be retrospectively taken by responsive
animators to also encompass the domain of their own animations, and it will be
claimed that the use of certain quotatives over others is facilitative in a way of

responsive co-animation-

In the collection, the distribution of quotatives is uneven, as figure 4.5 below
summarises with over half of the collection not exhibiting explicit verbal quotative
prefaces

First Animation Quotative Prefaces (n=89)

B zero I belike M say B go B nominalised M think

nominalised

3
thi
zero be like go nk
46 31 p 1

Figure 4.5 Distribution of quotative prefaces in the collection

The first analytic observation to support the claim of permeability of the animation
space is that first animators are more routinely found to use quotatives, whereas co-
animators in responsive position do not normally employ them, making use of other
forms of marking of the continuation/completion of the animation (see Chapter 5 for
an in-depth discussion). Therefore, retrospectively, the first quotative in the first
animation (whenever present) is treated as extending its domain to include the

animation by the co-animator in the responsive slot. A second quotative is normally
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avoided by co-participants, who embed their responsive animations in a way that

prevents a breakin contiguity between both animations.

The following example (4.4) shows the most common configuration in the collection,
a first animation with a quotative and a responsive co-animation going unprefaced.
Jon is telling Dan about his work at a drama camp and is now recounting his reaction
on being | ent a |lightboard by a theatre p

reformul ated ani mati on of Jonds cel ebration:

Example 4.2MCY02BARMCause fin dying6(GAT2, Basic + Fine, adapted)

16 JON so he brought this “lightboard;

17 and <<whisp> <<all> | [was] like >=

18 DAN [°hh]

19 JON =ste:ve. = youre aEmazing; >
20 DAN haha <<p> you saved [my ‘lih°(fe). > ]

21 JON [<<f>brought a light]board;>

It is of analytic relevance to note that the traditional markers of reported speech, the
guotatives o0say/ sai da89) inahe eollestiorgotfi do yanimatiohs, e qu e n't
with no instances of otell/tol do. The use of
speech is being reported, indexing a greater level of authenticity (Buchstaller, 2001)

Il nterestingly enough, the few cases where 0
guoting of absent third parties with a certain authority (government figures, parent s,

supervisors, potential employers), whose misquoting may make first animators
accountable for. This case(4.3) illustrates this. As they discuss royal feuds through

history, Evie brings up the figure of the Deputy Prime Minister refusing to return to

India the Koh-i-Noor diamond:

Example 4.3MCY20MUGGIftd (GAT2 Basic, adapted)
02 EVI i just love the: um ((click))

137



03 you "know they were asking for the kohinoo r“diamond back? (0.6)
04 and the res pon(th®)se:::?

05 SAM nh°nh°

06 EVI fromlike 1 (.)the prime ‘minister and ("staff?) (0.91)

07 ith (h°)inknick clegg (like) said -
08 ((click)) gyoh “no. (.) were not fihga pham(0B)do t ha
09 ‘dont be ri §gdi c ujbhaghas ? ?

10 SAMI' i t ZEwas a 9YEgi:f:t

The next two cases illustrate similar uses ofsay Angie telling Karen that she will have

to contact her lab leader about what she believes is a mistake she made

Example 4.4AMCYOQ7BOITLE Cells" (GAT2 Basic, adapted)

18 ANG i might go and and ask donny::; (.)

19 be[cause pay ton] isnt in:

20 KAR  [o:'kay. ]

21 ANG an:d ill just “say::  °h(0.2)

22 | dont know if [it ]

23 KAR [think] theres enough Ec[e::l1ls;]

24 ANG [cells] (on my:)

Only one case in the collection featurest he quotative o0thinkd, wh i

that thoughts are not animated in the collection. Quite the contrary, a large number
of animations are seento introduce thoughts, but these are more often prefaced with
the ambiguous O (bEhel ukeodof othink/thought o6, how
corpus for what is known as indirect reported speech (IRS, see Chapte®, section 2.4.2),
but as these do not become co-animations, they have not been included in the
collection. The nex t i nteraction shows -d#ssegsmentbos her et r os

behaviour in her first year as a student, i n

Example 4.5MCY0/BOTTLEStressed" (GAT2 Basic, adapted)

14 ANG but i ust look “back;
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15 and i think
16 y 1 hy: was i getting myself in"such ;

17 “lifke]

18 KAR [s:]o::[Estre . ] ssed

19 ANG [its “true.]

20 KAR o:h exams are [the "worst (for that)=]

21 ANG [Co:h=i"know;) ]

Vastly, the most frequent quotative used by first-ani mat or s 1 n the col |
|l i keé. Beyond anylasroocuinodl itnhgeu ipsrteivca liesnscuee sof 0 (

guotative options given the age of most speakers in the corpus, it would seem to be

the case that the (obvee)r whiekemd nhga su see lodaroi ng o
the requirements of authenticity and the resulting lack of sanctioning of responsive

animations thatmay infactbe encr oaching on other speaker.
and owner shi p. Th saquaative bas been(disaigsed widelyendhe a

literature, but its most relevant aspect here is how it appears to blur the distinction

between speech and thought (Romaine & Lange, 1991, Yule, Mathis, & Hopkins, 1992)

In this example, Evie complains abouthow being in her early twenties makes her feel
old, and mentions what a friend she has known for a decade has said to her, and what

her response to it was:

Example 4.&MCYOMUG "OIld" (GAT2 Basic, adapted)
10 EVI it feels (very) “old? °hh

11 im slowl y’dying? h[ha® ]

12 SAM [((click))]

1Sociolinguistic studies have ascribed t Beachstaleg of 0 (b
2001, 2013; Romaine & Lange, 1991)and it might need to be pointed out that the vast majority of the
speakers recorded are around an age span of 1825, with the exception of four speakers in

MCYO08SUNGLASSES and MCYO09R Which may be a reason for this skewed distribution.
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13 EVI [and she was like ]

14 SAM [ but its: ]

15EVI [its our] ZEten(th) anniZ versary.
16 SAM [(i:h°) ]

17EVliand i was like ‘sto;p  h°h°

18 SAMZ  pl e:.ams e

19 EVI finh° fjnh°

20 SAM “ye:ah,

It is dot clear - and it may not be of interactional import to the participan ds anyway -

whether the reported content actually happened, or whether it is an accurate
recreation of possible words or t hought s,
ambiguity. I n fact, it I's this widespread
contribute to the emergence of co-animation even for K- co-participants, in that all

claims to authenticity are downplayed, and a particular affective stance is
foregrounded, which could then contribute to the trumping of epistemic entitlement

or accuracy ove the affiliative concerns of the here-and-now.

A reduced number of cases (2/89),kmwmpabe deaccalyd wi
introducing vocalisations and response cries, more often found in animations doing
demonstrating (Buchstaller, 2013; Clak & Gerrig, 1990; Mathis & Yule, 1994) than

reporting talk , as in line 10 below, where Leonie enacts pain:

Example 4. GMCY®PIN "IBS" (GAT2 Basic, adapted)

01 CAS (cause so x) ~“tell him. = §gtell hi m,
02 that you (are | i ke) opbsoluteaagdgnpe, i n

03 = you ['know? (whats)]

04 LEO [and hell ] probably ‘go =y "yeah; = i(thathknow
05 “tell me about it;=

06 my "i bee es (is well "b (h°) ad; ) hehehe (1.3)

07 °h (" mate) this (isnt) i bee “es

08 CAS fja°hh fju:::  °hhh (0.8) °hh
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09 LEO Ah i might bpallyp that act
10 imight go °ssss ‘u::argh hahahahahaha
11 CAS ‘ye[ah. = cause]

One final verbal form of introduction of quotative content is infrequent, and stands
somehow in between the structures found for
These structures, which we wil/| call oOnomi |
animated content happens, whichcoul d have been preceded by
These are grammatical constructions where the animation is seen to be occupying the

slot of a noun or noun phrase, and in a way, the place where the preface could have

been would be represented in writing with a colon. Only the first of these formulas

below was found in contiguous co-animation, whereas the others correspond to
Orecycdridmatoi ons o, but they all share a | eng

and a pause before the animated content is verbalised:

0 [as opposed to:] + [pause] +[ animation]

Example 4.8MCY04SANDWICHDesperated GAT2 Basic, adapted)

32 JES=t herell be a "~ pool dtérs,pre[ §sen
33 FIO ['ye:ah.]

3JES §hopefully, (0.6)

35 “a:nd (.) now that we actually "know some people? hh° (0.4)

36 FIO ‘ye:ah.

37JES as ogpposed) to:;

38 ‘pleiase =c¢ (h°) omeonmy sh (h° )ow [°hh]ha

39 FIO [ hah°] nah° hahaha
40 JES °hh hh° °hh

41 FIO im ‘desperate. () vagple::,:@9e

42 Z ye:ah.

0 [l love the:] + [pause] + [animation]
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Example 49MCY 2 0 MUG o0 No r t HGATZ Badicnagldpted) d 6
02 SAM and then: (.) they get a "bit too ex’cited,

03 and then they [go into gengland, ]

04 EVI [hahaha °hh ]

05 SAM and “then theyre like (1.15)

06 “0:h; youre dis tracted

07 (and) @§gfighting each ot her,

08 ill “steal; = all of your “stuff? (0.4)

09 EVI i lo:ve the:: (0.65)

10 “o0: h.=england is dis'tracted

11 "quick = we Il take [th@) hand,thf] of §eng

12 SAM [((sniffy laugh)) ]

These cases are reminiscent of whaPascual(2014)c al | s of i cti ve intera
sentencedéd. These formats treat animations | i

where noun phrases would be projectable. They are of interest to our study in two
ways. On the one hand, these are perhaps the tearest forms of evidence that
animations are interactional resources that act as objects for manipulation that get
topicalised, abandoned, taken up again, and commented on. On the other hand, they
are used more often as ways of creating resonance through the presentation of
contrasts of different kinds, which seems to be an important issue for the practice of

co-animation (see Chapter 5).

Finally, a large number of first animations go unprefaced in verbal terms, that is, they

are introduced by whatisk nown as a 0O0zero quotativebo. Ev e
have marked embodied shifts that contextualise them as disjunctive from the voice of

the speaker in the here-and-n o w, t he shift i's not done in
example previously shown reveak. Zero quotatives are frequently found in specific

activities that mark a shift into a non-serious plane, particularly for teasing and

mocking present and absent parties, and also in joint fictionalisations and
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ventriloquising of third parties. Interestin gly enough, these activities mark a very

abrupt shift to a displaced reality that stands in contrast with the here -and-now.

The following example shows Fiona turning from a joint characterisation of the coot
noise they hear in the here-and-now, into a fictional interaction with a person who
enquires about the strange tempo in her musical performance, a fantasy that will

incorporate the coot sound (see Chapter 7 for full analysis):

Example 4.10MCY04SANDWICH "Metronome" (GAT2 Fine, adapted)

OLFI1 O 9yt hAtes wt Ei rdest ~ NOI [-Bvrheardiat] vig Z
02 JES [Aah ]

03 FI O EsOUnds fjt i(0k38) an

04 JES <<downst> "sOunds I|like it ~swAllowed | i ke
05 FIO "O::R erm: -

06 [a §METr ohome: |,

07 JES|[ fjh°a: 1h°aihca]

08 FIO sOunds lilke an El ectrO]nic §METr onome,
09 JES [oh "YE::AH; ]

10 (1.6)

11FIO <<mod,lowlarynx,fauc,h> °hh "YO::URuh(0.5)yOurper’ FORmance;
12 its got a VEry wEird "TEMPO; >

13 ah['YES ]

14 JES [a fjanaria]

15FIO i PLAY ittothe: u:h -

16 [the: c¢cllcking sOund of a] ¢y COOT.

The next sections will show further examples of zero quotatives and discuss the other
resources which, in isolation, or in combination with verbal quotatives, index the

beginning or foreground the start of an animation.
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4.3.2 Shiftsin verbal and/or non -verbal design: concurrent indexing of

animation and stance and conditional relevance

The challenge for speakers producing animations not introduced by quotatives is how
to make these actually recognisable and hearable as animations. And even when
guotatives are introduced, speakers should make the boundaries between the roles
and voices hearable in some way, though these left or right limits are not always
unambiguously signposted (Klewitz & Couper-Kuhlen, 1999)nor do they necessarily
temporally align with each other, with gestural shifts at times preceding all other forms
(Mandel & Ehmer, 2019), and with prosodic features often fading away before the end

of the verbal animation (Bolden, 2004)

This section will addressthe kinds of vocal and non-vocal resources that mark the shift
into the animation space in the collection through complex interactions with each
other, and these are to be found associated to animations that either have explicit
verbal quotative prefaces, interacting with them, and those which do not, in which case
clusters of these other resources are seen to be doing the ontextualising work of
marking the displacement and change of participation frameworks. As with the
previous section, it is recognised that prior research on resources contextualising
animation has shed some light on the role of different resources (Couper-Kuhlen, 1999;
Gunthner, 1999; Klewitz & CouperKuhlen, 1999; Lampert, 2013, 2018; Niemela, 2010;
Stec et al., 2015) which is why this section will only discuss the deployment of
resources used by first animators that in the collection are found to be con sequential

for co-animation to happen.

Phonetic-prosodic and gestural-postural resources as well as gaze behaviourare seen
to interact in meaningful ways in the concurrent management of the contextualisation

of animation and of stance and conditional relevance. Prosodic shifts may be of
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different kinds: changes from modal voice to other different articulatory setting s, use
of a wider, lower, or higher pitch or loudness span, use of stylised contours, changes
to noticeably different vowel qualities, use of specific highly perceptually isochronous

rhythmic patterns or rhythmic scansion (Gunthner, 1997; Muller, 1991) Gestural shifts
may involve disjunctive or abrupt hand gestures -some iconic-,co-speech beat
gestures, movement of the limbs and head to and from held positions, facial

expressions, and/or noticeable changes in posture, as well as shifting patterns in gaze

direction away from and towards the co-participant.

In particular, the focus will be on how first animators balance their concurrent
interactional duties of marking the animation as disjunctive from the here -and-now,
which involves authorship and stance asription to the animated figures versus those
of the animator, and the indexing of the conditional relevance set up by the
deployment of the animation. At the same time, and as described elsewhere (see for
example, Couper-Kuhlen, 1999; Gunthner, 1997; Guntiner, 1999; Niemek, 2011) the
prosodic or gestural design of an animation may not necessarily be part of the original
design of the content animated . It may rather be part of the overlaying of a stance that
the animator in the here-and-now is doing to provide their co -participant with access
to this stance -apart from other uses, see Gunthner (1999) given that many of these
animations happen at key moments in tellings or creative fictional productions where
a matching stance of indignation, empathy, or laughter is made relevant. This is not a
minor matter in this collection, given that co -animators are seen to successfully have
picked up the right affective oOoOtoned in the
vocal and bodily behaviour with which participants design their first animations
concurrently manage the characterisation of the figure and the stance that is being

projected onto the animated content and the wider activity.

4.3.2.1Gesture and gaze: indexing shifts in voice and/or perspective
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Role shifts (Stec et al., 2016) as they are called in signed languages, involve a number

of markers, vocal and non-vocal. Perhaps the most obvious one is the change in

reference of pronouns and demonstratives. As reviewed in Chapter 2, during

animation, the origo or deictic anchoring of pronouns and demonstratives is not in the
here-and-now of the interaction, which effects the change in participation frameworks

from the here-and-now to the there-and-then of the animated content. The

introduction ofpronouns | i ke ol /mydé or oOoyou/youro that
of the participants in the here -and-now is another form of framing of the animation,

and one that is integrated with prosodic and gestural resources, particularly (but not

exclusively) whenthe quotative is missing.

Reference is unproblematically assigned by ceparticipants, in both first and second
animations, thatis, copar ti ci pants do not take any o0you
referring to them, nor ar e6 tihreyt sareees t-too atstce
speaking participant in the here-and-now, though they may be assigned to past
versions of Self. Coparticipants are not seen to initiate repair on pronoun reference
but rather, keep the new participation frameworks during their co-animations, which
offers further interactional evidence that the deictic shifts are smoothly managed by
participants. So the most important piece of evidence that reference ascription has
been successful is that ceparticipants do not treat the action s done within the
animation as making a response relevant; instead, they orient to the conditional

relevance of the action done through the introduction of the animation.

An important part of how this ascription is done successfully lies in prosodic and
gestural marking . An example of such unproblematic reference and the interaction
with gestur al behaviour was shown in the o011

about her partner, and introduces his voice with a telephone gesture from a
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perspective that is ambiguous gesturally - it could either be an enactment of her

listening to him talk on the other side of the line, or him on the other side of the line.

In her introduction of the voice of her partner, Cassie does not employ a quotative,

andyether wuse of the first person singular pror
to be an announcement made about herself. The use of an iconic gesture, a righthand
Y-handshape acting as a telephone next to her head, in the upper periphery of the

gesture space (McNeill, 1992), marks the shift into the animation space, and also

anchoring the conversation to a probably recognisable origo, that of an earlier call that

morning -though this could be an enactment of an iterative situation. The uttering of

thewords ascribed to Cassieds partner are al s
involves slanted eyes and frowning, and a laterpressing and lowering of the sides of

the lips. The combination of the iconic gesture and facial expression here does the
contextualisation of the new voice brought to the here -and-now of the interaction,

although as the time-aligned boxes below show (figure 4.6), they have a different

temporality relative to the verbal material.

Example 4.11IMCYO09PIN "llI" (GAT2 Fine, adaptedVMMT)

35 LEO nO you “DO:: [N_T,
36 CAS *[((click))] 2oh *im “I:LL; (0.3)
cas *_..RH up telephone gesture, frowns,,,>
*lowers sides of lips——>

Gesture (RH Y-handshape; iconic of telephone)

Facial expression (frowning, slanted eyes) -->>
| Lowered sides of lips —>>
Gaze aversion from Leo, looks down >

| Verbal material |

Figure 4.6 Time-aligned representation of temporality of verbal and non -verbal resources in Cassie's
first animation (line 36)
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In the same way,lateron,t her e i s no orientati @n ymwoLdaon
done by the partner or by Cassie talking to Leonie. This shift in voice is done through

the release of the telephone gesture, the laying of the palms facing upwards on her

lap (the lower periphery of the gestural space), anda change in gaze direction towards

the left where Leonie is, but not looking directly at her . There isalso rhythmic scansion

towards the end of her Self-animation. The release of the telephone gesture and gaze

direction change mark then another role shift, but her beat gestu res accompanying

the words o0ill 6 o0yes©o, oget o0, appear to be

stance of irritation or annoyance.

Example 4.11IMCYQ9PIN "llI" (continued; GAT2 Fine, adaptedMMT)

Al "v .// "l‘ By
il ZEPN
39 *I  *°G[ET it?.>]
*open palm beat* (x2)
*looks @Leo

Gesture (open palm on lap) *open palm beat *open palm beat
Facial expression (frowning, slanted eyes)

| Lowered sides of lips
Gaze shift towards lower left gaze towards Leo
Verbal material

Figure 4.7 Time-aligned representation of the temporality of resources in Cassie's Selfanimation
(lines 37-39)

Another example appears below that illustrates how iconic gestures contribute to role
shifts to make their representations more vivid and compelling for an affiliative
response by providing observer (O -VPT) and character viewpoint (C-VPT; McNeill,
1992) (re)enactments. Charlotte is retelling an attack by a black swan on campus, which

both co-participants orient to as funny, through laughter (lines 7-11). Charlotte moves
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on to a more serious account of swans being a threat (line 12), and makes an embodied
demonstration (lines 13-14) accompanied by a description. At this moment in which
her observer viewpoint is done through the verbal description, her enactment
simultaneously embodies the character, exhibiting the duality that deixis am
phantasma offers (Buhler, 1990; Stukenbrock, 2017) By the time Charlotte verbally
moves from description to animation, introducing the voice of the swan through a

vocalisation (line 14), her character viewpoint gesture has been held for 1.8 seconds.

Example 4.12 RCECIGAREE "Steady" (GAT2 Basic, adapted)

01 CHA they “sca:re me; = when they put their “wings up. (1.6)

02 you know that black “swan=

03 =that's Zalways over gthere,

04 [with the] red: (.) @dbeak,

05 LIZ [mhm; ]

06 “yeah; (0.8)

07CHA Zreally edhmes Zl ast “yehr [hAuhA
08 [nh°uh®]

09 CHA nhuh® °hh
10 LIZ fjhufhu®
11 °hha

12 CHA theyre b (.) theyre really @gbig though?

13 and (then when) they put their “wings up.
14 they[re like k] wgr::: ((Dagda] k"~

Example 4.12RCEO1CIGARETTE "SteadAT2 Fine;MMT)
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The multimodal and sequential design of co-animation as a practice for association in English interaction

‘. :', ’J. .
N L
12 CHA [+t1thEyre +b (.) theyre
Cha +looks down

(%
*raises L&RA backwards (iconic: bird wings)->
*looks down *looks @ Liz

*looks away *looks @Liz
*extends neck forward and shakes head

Gesture (arms back and raised, held)

Extends neck forwards and
shakes head

Gaze towards Liz left and down towards Liz  gaze forward towards Liz
| Verbal material |

Figure 4.8 Time-aligned representation of Charlotte's description + animation (lines 12-14)
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The examples above havealso shown how gestural shifts tend to precede the verbal
material of t he anigrasttiu(Streackladdyand havé varialea r d
temporal alignments with the right brackets of the animation. In the same way,
postural shifts may foreground upco ming animation. In this case, Jon is describing a
severe back pain he developed while working on designing a stage at drama camp.
Before he animates his request of painkillers and exercises to the nursgline 70-72), he
changes posture, moving forward and adopting a stiff and straight back posture (lines

67-74), only released as the animation comes to an end.

Example 4.13MCYO02BAR "Cause I'm dying" (GAT2 Fine, adaptediiMT)

$fig2

67 JON #for like a* ~S0Lid cOuple of "WEEKS 68 1 hAd to go to the #* NURSE; 69 and be [ LI:KE] (0.4)

jon *moves forward and straightens back..o. B >
#figl #fig2
70 <<cr,1l> Uim (.) can you shOW me Any “PHYSio “Exercises; =
jon > >
72 =<<all> or someone just glve me> a l1l0ad of * PAINkillers [please ],>
Jon > Frrrerrr ity ”
73 DAN <<creaky, 1> [cause im] "DYing,=
jon A R R N R
74 ="YEAH.>*#
Jjon >ressers®
#fig3
Posture (sitting with a straight stiff back)
| Creakier and lower voice
| Verbal material Dan's verbal material

Figure 4.9 Time-aligned representation of resources in Jon's animation (lines 67-72)

A whole-body shift involving the waist and neck, or body torque (Schegloff, 1998)
indexes more clearly the changes in participation frameworks that animation entails,
and thus, an entry into the animated space. In this example, Ivan is being mocked by
Lila for having mispronounced the word oni

current participation frameworks by initiating a self -tease that begins with addressing
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the researcher and looking towards the area where she was sitting, away from the

camera.

Example 4.14MCY11LAPTOP "Niche" (GAT2 Basic, adapted)
05 IVA what ’is it.
06 LIL Erche. ( ( n &)

07 IVA  “niche? ( (n i &)) ="da:mmit,[°hh haha ]

08 LIL [hahahahaha ]
09IVA [ “strike that from ttd Z record.
10 LIL [hahahahaha °hh ]

Example 4.14MCY11LAPTOP "Niche" (GAT2 Fine, adapte®MT)

NI*CHE"’ ([nl 1)
iva ¥*leans forward

S,rrerereer¥turns round-looks@cam

+leans forward & back>>

08 IVAa [*° STRIKE thit from * the <<p, cr> ¥%| REcord> °hh]
iva >%*looks @Researcher, ¥ *leans forward
10 LIL [+hahahahaha °hh ]

133 +>

Torques body (waist and neck)
towards his back right

Gazes at Lil towards camera towards researcher towards Lila —=%
‘ Creaky and piano

‘ Verbal material

Figure 410 Time-aligned representation of resources in Ivan's animation (lines 8 10)
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The prior examples have also alluded to another flag of animation, but one which co-
participants are seen to rely on and which operates more systematically at the right
boundary of the animation: gaze. It has been widely studied that animations are most
frequently produced with temporary gaze aversion from the co-participant (Sidnell,
2006; Stec et al., 2015; Thompson & Suzuki, 2014)The fixation of gaze onto another
point away from the here-and-now of the interaction is indexical, in that the attention
is placed on an alternative space, and the absent parties addressed are located in that
space which is for both co-participants to see. In this sense, and shown inStreeck
(1993; also in Stukenbrock, 2014) gaze direction is also a form of inviting joint
attention towards an imagined space or re-enacted activity, in much the same way as
objects may be pointed at, which is why this gaze shift activity also supports the role
of animaton as an oOinteractional objectd that
and can thus, be manipulated. It is also these gaze shifts, apart from the body torque
and postural shifts described earlier, thatindex the change of participation frameworks
to incorporate absent parties that are part of the animated interaction of the there -

and-then.

It is most frequently the case in the collection that animations are produced with
disengaged gaze direction, with the first animator looking away from the co -
participant and returning their gaze to them towards/at the end of the first animation,
sometimes accompanied with a leaning forward movement. This is highly contingent
on the way the co-participants are sitting, as this configuration may be less frequent
in cases where participants are facing each other. It is believed that analysing those
cases whee participants have to make a greater embodied effort to reach mutual gaze
shows how it is deployed to index juncture moments and mobilize responses (Iwasaki,

2009; Lerner, 2003; Thompson & Suzuki, 2014)
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Another example of gaze aversion during the animation appears below. Laura is telling

Becky about an activity she designed for her English class, on vocabulary for giving

directions. In her story recipient role, Becky reciprocates gaze, and this is only

temporarily changed as she shifts away to introduce the quote - perhaps doing being

the students, in an absurd way, attempting to describe the journey applying the

vocabulary learned- and then reciprocating gaze again after the animation has been

produced, what will become a co-animation seconds later.

Example 4.15 MCYO3SPIDER "Bear right" (GAT2 Basic, adapted)

127 LAU
128

129

130

131

132

133

134 BEC
135

136 LAU
137

138

139 BEC
140 LAU
141 BEC

someone had dra:wn (1.2)
((click)) “a: (0.7) it was (1.0)
((click)) (.) a:rgh = not a ‘map but; “u:h (0.57)
a:: ‘route; (1.3)
((click)) from: u:h shan’ghai,
to the u: ka:y -
to the uni’ver][sity,= ]
[ (x x) 9yl bear]

[ left. °hh hihi xh°ihi hh°]
[=sort of the different ] 9Istages
°hhhh°[ ¢ T b)) ar hhe]

[h ihihi hi ]
hahaha °hh

l'bear “right. [to h§Yldb  ba:i;

[bear “right. ="yeah.]

Example 4.15MCYO03SPIDER "Bear right" (GAT2 Fine, adapteMMT)

of the “journe
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131 TAU ((click)) from: U:H <<p> sh&n GHAT,

- - 1 [ ilal® 5 ey

e T B | PRI L] ke i ar

== — ‘:‘@ﬂ -
LIy - i

132 to the U: KA:¥-

. .
=] "Yartreio et
i 5

A |

132 LAU to +the Uni* VER[sity,>=

134 BEC [+({x x)<<mod>t bEATr]
bec +opens mouth +looks away—————— >
lau *RH pointing down

135 ["LEFT.+ °hh hihi xh®ihi hh® ]
bec >————— +looks @Lau

136 LAU [=<<all>sort of the dIfferent>] t stRges of the " JOURNey;

Opens mouth | ‘ smiles
Gazes at Lau  Gazes away Gazes at Lau
| Verbal material ‘

Figure 4.11 Time-aligned representation of resources in Becky's animation (lines 138-135)

Therefore, the separation between the spaces and the indexing of places for
involvement back in the here-and-now are contextualised through these meaningful
gaze shifts. Once the animation comes to an end, or even as it is being completed and
a transition-relevance place is projected, a returned gaze towards a ceparticipant
activates the conditional-relevance of a responsive action, as the prior cases have

shown.

This section has focused on the marking of role shift, the entry into the animation
space that indexes a change in participation frameworks and the introduction of voices
of absent or displaced parties. Hand gestures, particularly iconic, postural shifts and
complex gaze patterns appear to be the most noticeable embodied forms of

contextualisation and foregrounding of a first animation.
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4.3.2.2.Prosoadly, gesture, and the indexing of stance

It is not easy for the analyst to establish in each case whether the vocal and norvocal

resources, and in particular, which parameters, contribute solely to the
contextualization of an animation as such, or to the overlaid stance and action done

in the current activity in the here -and-now. Participants seem to successfully ascribe

the deployment of these resources to each of these concurrent interactional functions,

and as it was mentioned earlier, many of the resources used orient to these dual
purposes (e.g. the beat gest ume)Thédelécians si ed s
of features discussed in this subsection reveals uses of prosody and gesture lhat apart

from indexing the shift into the animation space, also do stance contextualisation work

that will later be seen to be taken up by co-participants in responsive co-animations.

Some of the examples in the prior section showed how shifts in posture foregrounded
animation and indexed changes in participation frameworks. A gestural-postural
configuration that appears very frequently in the collection involves swinging body
movements, and these are attached to instances of Selfmockery, or the (often

humorous) criticism of Other patrties.

In this example, Evie and Sam ee discussing the fact that French could have been the

official language of Britain, as during Norman times it was spoken by the Royals. They

move on to discuss how the poorer classes lept to English, which is humorously
treated as a form of orebellionod. Thi s st
accompanied with an iconic gesture, a raised fist that foregrounds the perspective of

the voices that will be subsequently animated, as wellas with a smile that will be kept

throughout the animation later.

Example 4.16MCY20MUG "Table" (GAT2 Fine, adaptedyIMT)
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24 EVI

evi *raisesRH *punch*punch upwards
25 SAM nh°
26 EVI <<cr>('ROSE) U(?h°)P;> ?h°
27 SAM ‘YE:BAH, (.)

The oOpoor peopled get animated rebelling, pr
in that they are presented as rejecting gender-marking, that is absent in English. The

animation is done with a combination of a right -to-left swinging movements involving

head tilts and shoulder-raising, reminiscent of a mocking attitude of derision. The

onset of these movements is, however, well into the verbal animated content:
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Example 4.16MCY20MUG "Table" (continued; GAT2 Fine, adaptedyIMT)

28 EVI °hh (weve gOt a) LACK of (.) *mAsculine *and ‘FEminine;
*swings tw L
*R shoulder* (up and down x2)

29 saM [nh°]

30 EVI a°h h° ¥ [<<cr, 1, tremolo> On *’NOUNS,>]
*L shoulder up and down, swings tw R
*L shoulder up and down

31 saM [nh® a°h 1
Gesture Raises left shoulder swings left raises right shoulder swings right
(fist going up twice)
Smile
Gazes towards Sam looks left looks right towards Sam
| Verbal material

Figure 4.12 Time-aligned resources in Evie's animation (lines 2830)

Another example of mockery of third person that involves criticism in this case happens

in this conversation between Casey, Priscilla, and James, who are planning a choir
concert and are seeking to reduce costs by avoiding the hiring of extra equipment. As

they discussthec har acteri stics of what should make

pr oj ect dlides&bl), Jarmes introduces ahumorous comment on the possibility
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of being charged for using the microphone (lines 14 and 16) which Casey turns into
an enactment of the complained-about parties, those in charge of the concert hall (line

18):

Example 4.17MCY08SUNGLASSES "Sound system" (GAT2 Basic, adapted)

02 PRI i think the gacou::stics in the [jack [I1
03 CAS ['ye:ah; ]
04 PRI =[it should be sUch (that/a xx) ]

05 CAS [it ‘should be fi::ne; = “shou:ldnt it;]
06 JAM find someone with a “decen:t;

07 PRI pe:ople [who have got a?] = [a sort of] public speaking

08 CAS ['yea:h; ]

09 JAM [decent; ]

10 PRI ['voice. ]

11 JAM ['well projectled voice

12 [yeah because im sure]

13 PRI ['should be “fi::ne, ]

14 JAM therell be another “cost on [top of that; =

15 CAS [ " yea::h. i 9 kno: :w.]

16 JAM =for u[sing a/your) miJcrophh®one [hahahaha]

17 PRI [er::m ] [hahahaha]

18 CAS ‘oh. you wanna [use the whole ] 9Es:ou::nd Esystem,
19 JAM [(come with the sound)]

20 Z o0o::h. [ you gotta have a Es:ou]lnd technici
21 CAS [(hm i dunno) ]

22 JAM and “pay [his sou:: (h°) n(h®) , haha]

23 CAS ['yea:h. ]

Casey turns to a swinging movement involving her torso but mostly her neck and head,
accompanied with hands swirling up and down. She produces this with a modalised

voice quality, higher in her range, with a certain drawl.

Example 4.17MCY08SUNGLASSES "Sound System" (continued; GAT2 Fine, adapt®tiiT)
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18 CAS <<mod, h>"+OH. you +wanna [use the +whOle]
+H away from face+LH held down +L&RH palm down
<<drawl>+t"S:0U::ND +system.>>
+ palms up +RH tw PRI
+leans R

19 JAM [(cOme with the * S: *QUND) ]
*RH&A up*& extended
*leans R
Separates hands Swings right swings left
from face Swirls hands palms down palms up
Higher pitched, slightly compressed voice quality drawl
Gazes forward towards Pri
Verbal material

Figure 4.13 Time-aligned representation of resources in Casey's animation(line 18)

These examples introduced not just then postural changes but also shifts in
articulatory and phonatory settings . Some participants provide marked shifts in their
laryngeal or supra-laryngeal settings. Animated content may start and/or be sustained
with qualities that are generally falsetto, or creakier or breathier than the same
part i ci paaimatidh smodpl vo&ce quality. Participants may also alter articulatory

settings in their pharyngeal or oral cavity, thus producing a markedly different form of
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resonance, which is also visible through changes to the positioning of the head and

neck (lowering or raising) and lip position.

In studies of reported speech, voice quality has often been associated with the
representation of absent parties that are often caricaturised. A noticeable change in
voice quality away from modal voice is, however, not as frequent a resource as one
would expect in this collection of animation. This could be due to the fact that a large
number of animations are of the voice of Self/A (see section 5.3.2) reporting past words
or thoughts, and these are more often than not introduced via verbal quotatives. It
becomes relevant to our study of co-animation how these changes in articulatory
settings in this collection are more marked in animations of Self when participants are
seen to be mocking themselves in prior situations or creating fictional versions of Self.
This is a form of Slf-othering, in a way, establishing distance with prior or imaginary
versions of Self, and it often stands in contrast with a moral state of affairs. It is this
playful and humorous representation of Self coming first just before turn -transition
that warrants a secure space for B to continue this humorous animation of A in a way

that may be relationally safer.

The following examples show these changes in articulatory settings that can be heard
and visibly traced i n the angwhiahkietuard esviddneec e, he
these forms of distancing from an interactionally -created figure of Self. These voice
quality shifts are combined with other previously -described features, such as a

swinging movement of the body and shoulders.

Laura and Beckyare discussing waterfowl excrement, and Becky brings up the latest
episode of Planet Earth, where the topic was featured. Laura animates herself doing
what she did not (presumably) do when watching Planet Earth with her friends: brag

about having witnessed in real life what was displayed in the episode, which was high
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The multimodal and sequential design of co-animation as a practice for association in English interaction

amounts of bird s dropping their excrement. Her voice doing the transgressable (see
Chapter 6) is done with some degree of lip rounding and compression, and her
lowering of the larynx can be visibly traced, with some of the features of this kind of

setting matching the description in the literature: her chinisot ucked i nd6 wi

rotation downwar 8099/1®80:3headd6 (Laver

Example 4.18MCYO03SPIDER "Planet Earth" (GAT2 Fine, aded; MMT)

09 LAU <<all>*yeah i was> "WATCHing i?2;= 1l0=and i was +trYing really * HARD;

bec +looks @Lau
lau *looks away *1looks down
#figl #fig2
11 =<<all, 1> cause i was just. with * FRIENDS;* = 12 =<<all,1>*| NOT to (just °gO0:;)>:
lau *closes eyes *opens eyes
*looks up *straightens up body
#£fig3 #fig4

13 LAU <<mod, low larynx, rounded lips> *oh *1I was *"THERE;= 14 =and i [*"SAW *it,]> ]
lau *looks up
*straightens neck
*swings should*ders (x3) *

*1ooks @Bec
15 BEC [?huh hi thi]

Sits straighter | Swings shoulder neck and head right  swings left  swings right
Lowered larynx, rounded lips

Gazes down gazes up & away gazes at Bec
‘ Verbal material

Figure 4.14 Time-aligned resources in Laura's SeKanimation in lines (09-15)
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Similarly, this next case shows Liz animating herself doing what she thought it would
have been cheeky to do in a barbecue she attended, whose host she had never met
before. Liz starts a fictional list of requests of leftovers she would take home with her
with a voice that is produced with the lower jaw slightly protruded and greater tension
in the vocal tract, and possibly with an advanced tongue tip in an alveolarised voice

that also exhibits higher pitch.

Example 4.19RCECIGARETTE "Got a plate?" (GAFie, adapted)
20 LIZ and "ALso; = i Already fElt really CHEEKY"

21 cause i didm () really "'KNOW her,=

22 and I(ve) just turned UP and (been/being) "FED.

23 rEally really "WELL?

24 <<p> and Zdr Ank some EALcohol ?2>

25 and it was All r-e:ally 9 NICE [<<all>but i was]
26 CHA [mh° ]

27 LIZ amitAking the "PISS if i tAke n;

28 if im like <<mod, adv tongue, tense artic> gyIr O00: : H ~YES i |
29 [i Il take some] LAMBchops <<advjaw> for nExt @§gSUNda:y?>
30 CHA[ill take it]

31 LIZ andill

32 haha <<I> Zsome sAusages on>ETHURSday,

33 @ 1

Example 4.19RCECIGARETTE "Got a plate?" (GAT2 Fine, adapted; aligned mouth and jaw captures)

29 LIZ [i 11 take some] “LAMB chops <<adv jaw>for nkExt “SUNda:y?>

As with other cases, these initial articulatory settings are not kept steady throughout,

with the alveolarisation and jaw advancement receding, but the higher pitch
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remaining, though decreasing in height and volume for subsequent elements of the

list, as figure 415 below shows.

Frequency (kHz)

Pitch (Hz)

il ‘ il Imhe

ahh® some|sausages|on| thursday

ooﬁ yes takes‘ﬂm%lambchops #or next sunday akd i

Time (s)

Figure 4.15 Waveform, spectrogram, and fO trace (in Hz log) of Liz's lines 2931.

As in this case, most cases of marked shifts in articulatory settings are not consistently
sustained till the end of the animation though, an observation that supports the view
that the left boundary of an animation seems to require a clearer contextualisation
than the right boundary, as once the animation has been recognised as such by the
co-participant the priority becomes the recognition of stance and conditional

relevance.

A final resource for the marking of stance to contribute to the recognition of
conditional relevance and projected responsive stance isrhythm . The shift to an
isochronous rhythmic pattern and its frequent interplay with beat gestures in the
collection works both retrospectively, by marking the animation as separate from prior

talk, and as will be explained in Chapter 5, prospectively, as its pattern of projectability

works like a metronome fortheco-par ti ci pant to ti me t hei

r

n

spaceso6. It is the presence of these rhyt hmi

condensation of close accents (rhythmic scansion,Gunthner, 1999; Muller, 1991)that
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contribute to the marking of particular stances. Whereas voice quality shifts were more

frequently found in mocking episodes, these dense combinations of close accents are

found when participants animate displaced forms of Self when displaying criticism or
annoyance as a response to a compl ai tabl e.
above, with Cassie producing her palm-up beat gestures, and is clear below, as Karen

ani mates her response to her motherds ani mat
pl an of moving together with her boyfriend
odowndé, are accompanied with palm down beat

who nods along to the last beat, and to her own on -beat contribution (lines 12 -14).

Example 4.20MCY07BOTTLE "Calm down" (GAT2 Fine, adapted)

01 KAR <<sty, fals, : > 99r BUT Z4 NhEAH

02 we Il 'SEE how it gOes;

03 <<all> like i was tAl king to> my §gPArent s,
04 myuhf (0. 3) <<Il, c¢cr> mUms are "mUms. = ZEAREnNt
05 and 9[lSHE] was uhA (0. 3)

06 ANG [ HM]

07TKAR gEtting Vall ex Clted abouwgbrptthdh’kexd Ea t hat
08 °ah<<mod,h> we || be 9sEttl i Ageth&d OWN t o

09 =<<I>and | was like n >

10 gjUst ZcAl m ED[ O: WN: , ]

11 ['YEAH;]

12 ANG <<cr, I> cAlm [[DOWN,]

13 KAR [tsahh®]

14 ANG [dOnt get too a’HEAD] of your sElf? >

15 KAR [°nhh ]

16 e XACT]ly; ]

17 [MM.]

Example 4.20MCYQ7BOTTLE "Calm down" (continued, GAT2 Fine, adapteMT)
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09 =and "I was *like?* 10 *4jUst *ycAlm * 'D[O:*WN:,]*

kar *LH palm raised* *beatl *beat2 *beat3*beat4d*LHdown>

11 ANG +[ YEAH; ]= 12 +cAlm [ DOWN, ]
ang +nod +nod

13 KAR [tsahh®]

14 ANG [ dOnt get too a’HEAD] of your*sEl1f?>
kar S>——r——————————————— *LHretracted

15 KAR [°nhh ]

Angie introduces her co-animated response on beat, and continueswith a rhythmic
template relatively temporally similar to K a r efirstGasimation, as the measured

intervals between beats in figure 4.16 below shows..

A I A A A o i

4504

300

\-——-""\_'/________ - — \/\_~_ N /./

-t

Pitch (Hz)

1504

704
just ‘ calm down ‘ ’ hhh® [“hhh] ‘

yeah calm down dont | get | too | ahead of yourself

T T T T T
* * * * * * *

0.45 0.33 0.44 0.37 0.41 0.50

Time (s)

Figure 416 Waveform, fO trace (Hz log), and rhythmic beats with measured intervals of co-animated
sequence (lines 914)

As the previous exploration of verbal and non-verbal resources has shown, lexical
forms of prefacing first animations are not necessarily more frequent over other

modalities, and they interact with these other resources in meaningful ways. Vocal and
gestural resources are seen to contextualise the shift into the animation space while

simultaneously contributing to the display of stance towards the animated content,
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providing access to co-participants to what would make a fitted response, and one

that would mobilise the orightoé kind of

4.3.3 Animated content and action: figures and activities

The prior sections described the design of first animations in the light of how they
mark a shift in time, place, and role through quotative prefaces, gaze direction, and
deictic shifts, as well asthrough marked prosodic and gestural changes on occasion,
particularly in the animation of alternative versions of Self, or the animation of Another.
It was anticipated in section 4.2 that animators do not only mark a transition into the
animation space, but they also are seen to be carrying out certain courses of action
and making certain next actions relevant through their animations. In this respect, it
was shown how resources suchas prosody, facial expression, or gestures could index

a particular stance in the here-and-now onto the animated content.

A greater part of how these concurrent actions are done and signposted lies on the
animated content proper that first animators bri ng to the here -and-now, and that co-
animators will be orienting to, in particular . whose voices are animated, what the
relation of animated content to reality is, and in what activities these animations are

embedded.

This section will explore some of the ways in which animating certain figures in these
activities is seen to be carrying out specific actions in the here-and-now, and
simultaneously making certain next actions relevant, to pave the way for the discussion
of what the co-animation of these voices orients to and achieves, the topic of the next
three chapters. In keeping with the focus on participant problems, the next sections
will also anticipate potential issues around epistemic differentials and morality that co -

participants may need to manage when responding with a co-animation.
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The multimodal and sequential design of co-animation as a practice for association in English interaction

4.3.2.1 Social activities, animation, and reality

The collection shows tendencies around both the activities where co-animation occurs,
and the figures that are animated: in terms of activities, co-animation happens in very
specific types where past or iterative events or behaviours are presented as
troublesome or sanctionable (the focus of Chapter 6), or in the creation of fictions
i ncorporating 0ext r ao+addinowahatyae usedsfar teasing, ar f
for shared play (as analysed in Chapter 7). The distribution of cases in terms of the
types of activities in which animation and co-animation are deployed is schematised

below (fig. 4.17):

Social Activities and Co-animation

22

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% B60% 70% B30% 90% 100%
B Other tellings B Complaints and troubles tellings
M Teasing of self or other parties Fictionalisation, make-believe, ventriloguism

Figure 4.17 Distribution of co -animations in social activities

The social actions effected through animation fully depend on the kinds of ongoing

interactional activity (Clift, 2007; Couper-Kuhlen, 2007; Golato, 2002) Animated
content is presented as a reenactment of a real past event, a(n)(re)enactment of a
habitual behaviour, a  projection of a future event, or a
fictional/hypothetical/alternative situation, scenarios described in several pieces of

work on reported speech.
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This relation between the animation and reality is also relevant in terms of epistemic
access and entitlement, with first animators often being K+ and using animation to
enact this congruent epistemic stance in activities such as tellings, whereas more
symmetrical epistemic statuses can be seen in activities that involve the creation of

fiction and shared play.

As Chapter 6 will explore, in the telling of troubles and complaint stories , first

animations are generally placed around climactic points (Glinthner, 1997), providing
co-participants with evidence (Clift, 2006, 2007) of sanctionable or troublesome

experiences in the form of a lively and immediate enactment of a certain behaviour or

event, thus doing characterisation wtcrk and
insertion (Goffman, 1974) whi |l e al so granting access to
Through the animation, both an affective positioning and a particular type of affiliative

response are made relevant(Glinthner, 1997; Niemeld, 2011), either by animating the

voice of aggrieving parties (Another), and/or by invariablyv oi ci ng Ad6s own r e
thought in the there -and-then as a result of the event/troubles/offence experienced

by them.

In this previously-introduced example, Karen is telling Angie ab o ut her Mu mo
ent husiastic reacti on t o-distadce boyiriend anight bea t Kar
moving continents to live with her. The voice of the mother (line 8) is animated in a
mixed way, with the framing of indirect speech but with prosodic stylisatio n and
breathy voice, and Karends own displaced voli
is animated in |line 10. Angi e adopts Karen

animation (lines 12, 14), furthering the stance projected:

Example 4.21MCY07BOTTL® C a domv n(BAT2 Basic, adapted)
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01KAR <<:-) >9 9l but -Z¥hheah

02 we Il “see how it goes;

03 l'i ke i was talking to my {gparents,

04 myuhff (0. 3) mums are "mums. = ZEarent they, >
05 and 9[lshe] was uhA (0. 3)

06 ANG [ hm ]

O07KAR getting 9yall ex cited about the idea that A
08 Aah we ||l be 9settl-iggthgr=Edown t o

09 =and iwas like n

10 gjust Zcalm Ed[o:wn:, ]

11 ANG ['yeah;]

12 calm [‘down,]

13 KAR [tsahh®]

14 ANG [dont get too a’head] of your self?

15 KAR [°nhh ]

16 e xactfly;]

Whereas complaints and storytelling seem to anchor their animations on a generally
recogni sabnhdehenbeone a genericl/iterative one,
on the other hand ( see Chapter 7) seem -an-newea@t e a
generating interactions within interactions in a parallel present moment that stands in

some form of contrast or commentary with the real present moment.

Thejoint involvement in fantasy  often involves the interactional creation of fictional
opersonasd6é6 or versions of Self. |t may al sc
people (voice of OAnotherd) bringing about
Unlike tellings and complaints, these activities show the negotiation of a more

horizontal epistemic status that may also contribute to the display of co -ownership of

the animated experience, and unlike tellings in general, they are longer than the usual

forms of 0 C¢ 0 n(darneri 1®98x, Ibecanimg exteraled sequences of co

animation with with co -participants upgrading the levels of humour or ridicule of prior

creations (Kotthoff, 1999).
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This can be seen in thecase introduced earlier in this chapter, showing Fiona and Jesse
discussing a coot producing a strange noise, which prompts Fionato start a fictitious
scenario in which the noise becomes a guide for her musical performance (lines 11-13,
15). Jesse joirs in the fantasy by specifying further how the coot contributes to the

performance (lines 19-20, 22; see Chapter 7 for a full analysis of this case).

Example 4.22MCY04SANDWICH "Metronome" (GAT2 Basic, adapted)

OlFIO 9t hats the w:eirdest ~ nevérhesrdat= fj J]ve Z
02 JES [ Aah ]

O3FIO Esounds | fj-k@.36xn

04 JES " sounds I|like it “swallowed |ike a gchew t
05 FIO “o::r erm: -

06 a gmetronome: ,

07 JES nh°a: rjh°arhca

08 FIO " sounds lifke an elec ‘tro]lnic gmetronome,
09 JES [oh “ye::ah; ]

10 (1.6)

11 FIO °hh  ‘yo:ur uh (0.5)  your performance;

12 its got a very weird “tempo;

13 ah ['yes ]

14 JES [a fanaria]

15 FIO i play it to the: ; uh

16 [the: " clicking "sound of a] ¥ coot.

17 JES [nh°a (ij) ]

18 FIO 1fjhuh huh huh  °hh fhuh

19 JES °hh "l just; )

20 Yy hit [haha ]

21 FIO [ Ah°a fihafnharfharihah]

22 JES [huhuh “‘roughly in “ti: (h°) :me? haha]

23 FIO [°ahh hah® flahh° ]

24 na°hhh a::h
25 ~er:m (1.0) “yeah.
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The other related activity that frequently involves co-animation is teasing. Teasing
episodes generally provide versions of prior turns or behaviours as forms of ridicule,
providing a form of meta -comment on them while orienting to morality issues that
may be at stake. It is often the case that A initiates the mocking, starting a form of self-
repair delivered with laughter, and by A self-teasing, B has a safe space to join in and
make their own independent and upgraded contributions to this animation, wh ich

becomes a playful joint object, turning the laughing at into laughing with.

In this example, Laura has been discussing her lessons as a teacher trainee and
presented her worries around one of her peers, whose misguided lack of confidence
about her level of English has created some problems in their shared clasglines 39
47). Becky comforts Laura(line 50) and Laura introduces a concession that appears to
have intended to present her peer in a more positive light, an assessment that is
misformulated (i ne 52) . B e ¢ k-re@estionliaer 58)iindidtes wepa, avith
Laura repeating her previous formulation initiating self teasing (lines 54-55), with Becky
providing an alternative version, a reformulation that upgrades the level of ridicule
(line 56-57, 59), before exiting the playfulness and mocking space by reinitiating repair

with a question requesting clarification (line 63).

Example 423MCY0 3 SP| DER 0 G@AT2 Basichadapted r 6
39 LAU [ but>](1.3)

40 its really her level of “english;=

41 =she shouldnt ‘worry about;

42 Zso “much. (0.6)

43 Zi think it just i MEpe: des the | esson;
44 = more than anything “else?=

45BEC [ I m:nZ]
46 LAU =[if ] shes (the one) "worrying?
a7 (poor girl/there we go) (1.3)
48BEC [ (§m_Ehm, ) ]
49 LAU [ bless her,] (0.8)
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50 BEC shell be all “all will be all [‘right,]

51 LAU [hahaha ] "yeah.

52 gshes veryifgoakaas actually;
53BEC i § " deas;

54 LAU ((lip smack)) ahhe f:° i d(h®)eas

55 shes 9§y - good [at=[Ttdbaf]o}

56 BEC [ T s h Es]shes ]

57 [§lgoo:d " thid®&3) er.

58 LAU [0'k(h%)ay? ]
59 BEC [ good ‘thoughts ] in “there ,

60LAU [ I mZT mZ§ Em; ] Ahhh ahA

61 °hh

62 hah°

63 BEC [just -l i ke for the gl esson plans, ]
64 LAU [(shell/shed) be really "quiet. ]=

65 = yeah

4.3.2.2 Animated figures and activities

The figures animated are voices ascribable either toSelf/A, Other/B, or to one or more
Another/X. The distribution of the voices animated in the collection, as part of
animated dialogue or as a single voice addressing an absent and unanimated third
party -as defined by the voices animated in the first animation -, appearsin figure 4.18

below.
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Voices (co-)animated in the collection

13

23

m Self = Other Another Self + Another ®» Another + Another

Figure 4.18 Distribution of animated voices in the collection

There are different affordances, particularly around epistemic entittement, ownership,
and relational issues, in providing a first animation of Self, Other, or Another, and
particularly, of continuing such animation, and the next section will explore how the

frequency differences above may be related t

Animating the voice of Self

In the collection, Self-animation is the most frequent practice.. A first animator is found
to be producing a voice whose actions, thoughts, and views are ascribable to
themselves in a past, habitual, or fictional time and place. The variety of activiies in
which Self is seen to animate themselves makes for the versatility of SeHanimation for
the carrying out of different actions described in prior interactional work (Clift, 2006,
2007; Couper-Kuhlen, 2007; Golato, 2002; Haakana, 200), such as accounting,

reporting past decisions, voicing thoughts assessing past events.
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Because Self is seen to present their voice as an animatiorand thus, asdisplaced from
the here-and-now, the animation becomes an interactional object that can be heard
as detached from the producer, and done in a non-serious way. In a way, Sel
animating is a way of doing Self-Othering. Evidence for this lies in the voice quality
changes and laughter particles found in animations for self-mockery (see section
4.3.22 above, and Chapter 7), for instance, where Self is found to laugh at a prior
production (see OThoughtsdé above), at t he
potentially done but did not, or at an imaginary version of themselves in a fictional
scenario (see 4.24 below). It is this possibility for detachment and non -seriousness that
animation offers that may be responsible for the lack of sanctioning towards co -
animating Others. The example below shows a SeHanimation in a counterfactual

situation, with Liz animating herself as a cheeky guest(lines 28-29, 31)

Example 4.24RCECIGARETTE "Got a plate?" (GAT2 Basic, adapted)

20 LIZ and "also; =i already felt really “cheeky.

21 cause i didm (.) really "know her,=

22 and i(ve) just turned up and (been /being) “fed.

23 really really "well?

24 and Zdrank some Ealcohol ?

25 and it was all r:e:ally ¥ nice [but i was]
26 CHA [mh* ]

27 LIZ amitaking the “piss if i take n;

28 if im like <<mod> gylroo::h “yes il

29 [i1Tl take some] “~ |l amb chops for next @§sunda:
30 CHA[Ill take it ]

31 LIZ haha Zsome sausages on Ethursday,

32 (1.06)

Ani mating Self i ndexes epistemic priority a

and experiences, t he r i gLernert 1996a) Saoks,al884hp n  y o u
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which, in turn, implies a right to represent their own identities in their own chosen way .
Moreover, since all animations are selective, Self enjoys a greater licence in animating
themselves, in that they have access not just to the words they remember/claim to
remember producing, but also, to their thoughts, and choosing to animate one over

the other may be consequential for the activity and for potential co -animators.

Potential co-animators (Other) are faced with some relational challenges when it

comes to o0doing beingdéd their interlocutors.
way of intr udi ng i nto ot her s 0 (Gdaftany 1971t lderitaga I& pr e s €
Raymond, 2005) t he oterritories of feeRaymand& knowl
Heritage, 2006:701). What i s more, given that most <cas:
is in most cases ambiguous whether the reported content is speech or thought. This

makes for a interactional risk for co-animators, who may be found to be speaking not

only on Selfds behalf, but venturing into
different space and time that Other has not been or witnessed, as is the case in the

vast majority of cases of troubles/complaint stories in this collection. The reliance on

common and interactionally built epistemic g
to be of paramount importance to participants here as is probably the use of the
ambiguous o0be | i ked over osayod -animated tutms n k 6 . r
are rarely repaired or sanctioned also reveals the primacy of affiliation matters over

any isswceas aacfyéo@mec oOauthenticityd and even of
chapters will reveal, as in the end, participants ceaanimating are seen to be self-

aggregating to a collective of Self + Other into a single voice and perspective.

Animation of Other

A good form of evidence of how speaking on behalf of others may constitute a
relational risk lies in the lower frequency of first animations of the voice of Other.

Further proof is found in the fact that when it does happen, the activities are
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straightforw ardly indexed as playful, as animations of the voice of Other happen
routinely in teases and jocular mockery, most of which become co-animated teases in

which the target of tease joins in.

In the following case, some of the risks of animating co-participants is visible. Bruce is

announcing that he will be emailing a company about a job (line 8), and Alice

demonstrates access to the issue by assessi

rejects. Alice then animates Bruce (line 13) as an alternative form & characterising
B r u cpmjécs. That animation is recycled, and somehow repaired and fine-tuned by
Bruce, the entitled party (line 16-17), in what becomes a game of incremental co
animations, with Alice co-animating in line 18, and Bruce sequentially deleting by re-

doingmorecomplexand oOaut hvoerristiaotnisveodf Al i ceds

Example 4.25MCYO06LAKE "Draft an email" (GAT2 Basic, adapted)

08 BRU i need to draft [my “email. to “ilabs] (to'day;)>

09 ALI [draft an "em ail.]

10 ['yes. ]

11 is this the slightly shady:: (0.5)

12 BRUnot Eshady in the 9Esl|ligh[]test

13 ALI [(or more like) ] im “bruce by the

way.
14 BRU but “yeah (0.6)

15 i needto go and send them an “email;=(and ill basically) say

16 “hi (ilab), (0.2)

17 my “dads spo[ken to you i ]

18 ALI [t s §me],

19 BRU this is ‘'me, (05) "hi? (08 i do §genergy?

Animating the voice of Another/X
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The other kind of voice that often gets (co -)animated is that of a third person (known
to co-participants, or constructed) which is part of the narrated event, or a historical
figure that is given a voice and evoked or ventriloquised, but which may not be co-

present in the interaction. This is the voice of Another.

The animation of a third party could also involve a risk for the first animator. In
complaint stories, the animator may be judged for the fairness with which the
oof fender 6 i s ricatupsedeancimtheeate ob first animators with lower
epistemic access or entitlement, this could be seen as in need for epistemic repair. First
animations of the voice of Another, then, even in literally non -serious activities, is a
delicate issue, and their successful deployment is often for the expression of either
ridicule or contrasts in figures that the co -participants are invited to affiliate against or

playfully co-create.

In this example, Ivan and Lila are discussing their classes, and Lilaoplains that even

though her students are participatory (line 6 -7), they are not excited about the content

(line 8) in spite of her best efforts (lines 10-16). lvan animates a characterisation of

Lil ads st uéd20)mhatsila¢ohtinueseand furtBer specifies with her first hand

access and entitled status, possibly engaging in some form of embedded correction

by not rejecting lIlvands contribution but rat

record.

Example 4.26MCY11LAPTOP "Engaged" (GAT2 Basiadapted)

06 LIL “yeah; they are very participa’tory - ()

07 =theyre very en gaged (1.2)

08 they dont seem " like ex excited about it.

09 IVA oh “rea]lly J;

10 LIL [i wan]ted to make them excited about

11 ‘whitman; = cause im like

12 (whitman) is pretty exgciting,
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13IVA m:hm.

14 LIL like literally the who:le “thing = is just " like=

1I5IVA =9 yeah;

16 LIL written to exgcite peopl e,

17 IVA  °hh hahahaha °h

18 LIL yyrand [(no/i dont/you know)]

19 IVA [ <<mod> i find this ] really “du:ll

20 “ac[tually?> ] (0.65)

21 LIL [hihi 9 yhAeahA;]

22 “ye:ah =  there was like <<mod>j ust too ‘much of it ;>
23 IVA mhh

The discussion of the voices animated and the activities in which these ceanimations
happened here anticipated some of the epistemic and relational issues that co-
participants manage interactionally and that will in later chapters be related to
association, the creation of momentary collectivities through forms of self-

aggregation.

4.4 Keeping the ani mation space open: Responsive animations

The prior sections showed how the animation space is opened by a speaker who marks
the shift away from the here-and-now through a combination of resources. It also
provided evidence that animators weave in the here-and-now and there-and-then by
overlaying a stance onto the animated voices, and deploy this practice to carry out
specific actions that make other responsive actions conditionally relevant in the current
interactional space. The sections above also introdiced how the import of these first
actions is made clear to co-participants in different activities through the animation of
certain voices over others, and how this, in turn, poses a number of issues around

epistemic entitlement and ownership that co -participants navigate through talk.
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The first animator has completed, or has projected the completion of their first
animation. At this point, B offers a completion or continuation of the animation, thus
keeping the animation space open. This study is concemed mainly with this moment
in the sequence to determine first how the practice of animating is deployed in
second position as a form of response that is seen to satisfy the conditional
relevance of the prior turn in the here -and-now, while keeping the ani mation
space open through rooting the current action in the there -and-then previously
introduced by A. So just like it was established for first animations, co-animators are
also seen to concurrently manage the here-and-now and the there-and-then, to
provide a fitted response while also making their response hearable as a

continuation/completion of the fir st animation.

This section, in particular, will briefly introduce the positional configurations where
these responsive animations are found in the collection (first presented in Chapter 3,
section 3.5, and fully analysed in Chapter 5 and will discuss how in spite of co-
animating these contributions are heard as responsive to the actions put forward by

first animations.

4.4.1 Positioning of co-animations relative to first animations

This section will introduce the different points during or after the first an imation in
which a co-participant may be seen to keep the animation space open, either by
completing an ongoing animation or expanding a just -finished animation. Responsive
co-animations are the focus of Chapter 5, but these sections will introduce the
positional configurations of these co-animations and discuss what makes them

hearable as responses to prior turns in the ongoing activities.

The co-animation sequences studied here fulfil the following conditions:
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The multimodal and sequential design of co-animation as a practice for association in English interaction

1. Itinvolves afirst animation in what for our purposes will be considered
a first position or at the end or juncture point of a big package;
2. It displays an animation in the responsive slot;
3. The animated figure in the response i

animated in first position.

These conditions leave out two groups of responsive animations (13 cases): recycled,

and adjunct animations, that are the object of further studies.

Position and configuration of co-animations relative to first animation

Figure 4.19 Distribution of co -animated responses relative to the position of the first animation

The responsive ceanimations included in the collection have been divided into two
groups based on their positioning relative to first animations: pre-emptive responsive
co-animations, and contiguous post-completion responsive animations. That is, they
happen either during an ongoing animation, bringing it to completion in overlap or
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pre-emptively in the clear, or in a contiguous responsive position after the first
animation has been marked asfinished. These practices are unevenly distributed in the
collection, apparently revealing a possible preference/tendency towards post-possible
completion contiguous co -animations. That is, the collection features an
overwhelming majority of post -completion animations that happen contiguously to

first animations, in second position, and are unprefaced.

The remainder of this section briefly introduces these responsive animation types in

preparation for a more detailed analysis in Chapter 5.

4.1.1 Prepossible-completion co -animations

This sub-collection includes cases of ongoing A-animations that are pre-emptively
completed by B in overlap, or in the clear, resulting in choral productions or
anticipatory completions . As Chapter 5 will discuss in detail, hey are found to start in
the clear at opportunity or juncture spaces (Lerner, 2004a)in compound TCUs, or be
produced in overlap at these points at recognitional or progressional onsets (Drew,
2009; Jefferson, 1986b; Wells & Macfarlane, 1998jgfter hitches. The co-animated
contributions are either second parts of two -part TCUs, or terminal items (phrases or
single lexical items), and these differ in their onsets. A schematic representation of the
incoming of the responsive co-animation relative to the first animation, listing the

different configurational options appears below:
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The multimodal and sequential design of co-animation as a practice for association in English interaction

Pre-Completion: Responsive co-animations (in the clear or in recognitional or progressional onset overlap)

First animation: Preliminary component of . U
Y compo Final component R
{compound) TCU 5

(opportunity space)

’ Responsive co-animation: (candidate) projected component

or
. . . T
First animation R
p

Responsive Co-

animation: Terminal
itemisl

or
‘ First animation .

Responsive Co-animation: (candidate) projected component

or terminal item(s)

Figure 4.20 Positional configurations of pre -possible-completion co -animated responses

These practices will be considered asmore interactionally risky, particularly in
epistemic terms: a first speaker has opened the animation space and is producing their
animation while simultaneously projecting a stance and a potential conditional
relevance. During the online emergence of this turn, a co-participant is seen to
complete the ongoing animation in a place where a transition -relevance place has not
yet been projected, and full access to the stance and form of the animation may not
have been provided. The co-animator may be accountable for first, taking over the
animator role during an activity they were not entitled to complete because of a lower
epistemic access or entitlement, and then, for risking to miscalculate the direction of
Ads ongoing turn when egdiHewewnss bllowmgeeet®s | S no
will reveal, co-animations are mostly treated as successful and a great part of it appears

to lie in projectability and the joint construction of epistemic grounding.
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The following example illustrates a case of pre possible-completion animation. Angie
and Karen are discussing the stress of university life, and Angie reflects on her efforts
during her first year with an animated thought that Karen pre -emptively completes

(line 17) and which Angie orients to through strong a greement (line 18).

Example 4.27MCY07BOTTLE "So stressed" (GAT2 Basic, adapted)

02 ANG but i mean like when it gets to (0.37)

03 l i ke when i (l ook back) to g§gfirst year,

04 (withmy 1} “dont get me ‘wrong;

05 im “happy i put the “work (in);=

06 im Zhappy i did "~ well.

07 buti me:an (0.8) th n

08 it 1] i know it = it doesnt really “count.

09 but i Edid stress myself out; = a bit too n

10 for “saying that; (0.3)

11 it “is important = to do §gwell

12 and put the “effort in;=

13 =becau se (when we bui:lt)

14 buti | ust look “back;

15 and i think

16 y why: was i getting myself in> such; [Ili][ke]
17 KAR [ s:]o:[ Estre ] sse
18 ANG [its  “true.]

Angieds ongoing string Dwdhly Iwialsed (Qleitne nlg6 )my
phr ase, but Karends contribution provides a
fitted in thatitskip-connects to the complement of the

orients to an earlier formulation by Angie (line 9) .

4.2.2 Postpossible completion contiguous animation
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Post-possible completion animations make up the largest sub-collection and the most
frequent sequential configuration of responsive animations found. Once a first
animation has been deployed and a transition relevance place has been produced or
made relevant, co-participants may continue the animation of the same voice -without
intervening quotatives in the vast majority of cases in second position, adjacently to
the first animation. This also includes the beginning of animation in overlap at

transitonalons et s, after the focal accent has beer

Post-Possible Completion: Responsive co-animation (in the clear or in transitional onset overlap)

e

Transmon Relevance Place

. q . or
RESPOHSIVE co-animation

Responsive co-animation

Figure 4.21 Positional configurations of p ost-possible-completion co -animated responses

Unlike pre-possible completion co-animations, co-animators now have access to the

content of the animation and the conditional relevance and stance of their co-
participantsd prior actions, and are now in
recipient response. However, in spite of this being a safer position to do co-animation,

if epistemic differentials remain, the risks inherent in co-animating are still latent.

Although most cases of these animations are successful, deviant cases show these risks

at play, as they can be subject to subtle forms of embedded correction or competition.

The following example illustrates this configuratio n. Dan and Jon are discussing their
experiences wearing braces, and Dan shares his horror story of loose metal in his
mouth and what is presented as a negligent dentist. After he animates his call to the

dentist (line 16), and the inadequate response receved by him that also appears to
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iconically involve a pause of inactivity (line 18-19), Jon co-animates the same figure

(lines21-22), mat ching Dands characteristics and s

Example 4.28MCY02BAR "Dentist" (GAT2 Basic, adapth

10 DAN ((click)) so i had some like gross "metal; =

11 = in my Z mouth; = for a Z while.
12 JON ['gro:ss ]

13 DAN [ Zwhich was Efun]

14 its kind of “smooth "now, um:

15 ical 1 called the “dentist; = and [i was " like ]

16 JON [((clears throat))]

17 DAN ah "~ hi. = theres gmet al in my mout h,
18 and “he was like; = ‘o:h;

19 (0.9)

20 JONY Il o: Z kay;

21 (0. 8)

22 JON[ 9l by: Z e; ]
23 DAN ['really; ] = “r:ubbish orthodontist.

Chapter 5 will discuss the design of these two groups of co-animations relative to first
animations, and explain how coherencebetween both animations is achieved, and how

these epistemic and agentive differentials are managed.

4.4.2. The responsive features of ceanimation

4.4.2.1 Co-animation as a non-canonical but action-fitted response

The co-animations relevant to our research are all in responsive position, that is, in a
second-position slot where A has finished, or projected the end of their turn and of
the animation, and a certain response is being made relevant. In activity and action
terms, as anticipated in section 4.3.2, first animations come at particular points of the

development of an activity where it is made relevant that the co-participant should
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display understanding by providing an agreeing, endorsing, or empathetic response

(Clift, 2000; Drew, 1998; Nieme#, 2011).

In this position, B is routinely expected to offer a response that is type-conforming and
fitted to the action put forward by A. Whereas co -animations may not constitute
canonical forms of responses, some participants orient to their recipient role
expectations explicitly by offering, before the co -animation, a participant response that
is type-conforming to the kind of response a recipient might norma lIly offer in this
position, such as oyeahdé or | aughter. These
early and in overlap (Gat the earliest opportunity 6 Stivers & Rossano, 2010)before the
responsive co-animation begins, often in the clear, which can be seen in the example

below:

Example 4.29MCY07BOTTLE "Calm down" (GAT2 Basic, adapted)

04 myuhff (0.3) mums are ~mums. = ZEarent they, >

05 KAR and 9[lshe] was uhA (0. 3)

06 ANG [ hm ]

O7KAR getting 9yall ex cited about the idea that A
08 ’ah we || be 9ysettl i ngethddcown t o

09 =and i was like N

10 gjust Zcalm Ed[o:wn:, ]

11 ANG ['yeah;]

12 calm “down,

A few of the cases in the collection, however, show what looks like preemptive
confirmations (Lerner, 199&b) produced by TCU completers, B in our casg in positions
where third slot confirmations by A may be due, that is, post-co-animation. We argue
that in these co-animations, laminated as they are,theseBpr oduced oyeahd or
possible alignment issues, given that recipients are seen to be speaking on behalf of

tellers or complainers of record, so the production of a receipt or agreement token

187



may be a way to orient to the recipient role not (initially) taken, while also bringing the

sequence to a closg asin the examples below:

Example 430MCY 2 0 MU G o(GAT2Basic@dapted)

14EVI ohi” love inf; (click)

15 isit” scone ((sk @) ) o rscofie’ ((sk B 'A)).
16 ‘no; () s coon ((sk A n) ) rkha

17 SAM [ sz coon (sk A" n)) >]

18 [yeah yeah haha]

19 EVI [hahahahah ]

Example 43IMCY 0 2 BAR 0 Ca u @AT2 Basit, adapted) g 6

68 JON i had to go to the "nurse;

69 and be [ l:ike -1(0.4)

70 DAN [O:h]

71 JON u:m (.) can you show me any ‘physio exer cises; =

72 =and just give me a load of “painkillers [please],

73 DAN [cause im] “dying,=
74 ="yeah.

75 JON (cause) like il (0.4) ‘yeah. (0.2)

As the cases above demonstrate, ceanimations appear to be satisfactory answers in
contexts where both the disp/ay of understanding and affiliation are the types of
responses mobilised. Providing a next relevant action is in itself a display of
understandin g, but some actions appear demastgte
understanding (Mondada, 2011; Sacks, Jefferson, & Schegloff, 1992)based on
epistemic grounding built in prior talk, or through independent access. In the

collection, as future chapters will demonstrate, B-animations in a responsive slot act

as forms of active demonstration of understanding of prior animated turns, thus:
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a) They acknowledge the presence of a projected stance and the relevance of an
affiliative response in the next avaiable slot by:

i)  providing an early agreement or laughter token congruent with the tenor
or the responsive action mobilised and/or;

i)  (then)  co-animating in a way congruent with the
agreement/endorsement/empathy/humour made relevant;

b) They reveal recognition of there having been an animation in the previous TCU
by doing another animation, hearabl e as such by format-tying to it in syntactic,
semantic, prosodic, and/or gestural-postural terms;

c) They reveal recognition of a certain activity in place by carrying out one of these
actions (see Chapter 5):

i)  Providing a (candidate) completion;
i) Providing a more specific or unpacked version of (part of) the first
animation;
iii)  Providing a next step or item on a list;
iv)  Formulating a closing summary;
v)  Providing an account;
vi)  Explicaing a stance;

vii)  Escalating/upgrading the level of humour or absurdity.

By re-opening and using the there-and-then of a previously-produced animation to
enact some aspect of the stance and activity in progress in the here-and-now, co-
participants go beyond o60doing recipiencyo an
being co-owned. Interestingly enough, these actions carried out by co-animations in
these contexts could have been designed without an animation format, so the question
to be answered in the next chapters is what the added value of co-animation is, in

relational terms.
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4.4.2.1 Alternative response formats

Niemela (2011), in her corpus of joint storytelling, has noted the high frequency of
responding to reported speech using reported speech. Our corpus reveals that
whereas many first animations are continued with co-animations, not every first
animation is, and in some cases, this is even participantspecific, with full conversations
in the corpus (e.g. MCYO1GEESHNhat do not exhibit a single case of co-animation,
even when co-participants are engaged in the same activities and sequential
environments where co-animations are embedded, namely: storytelling, complaints,
teasing, and fictionalisation. And in these cases, there are generally no pursuits, repair

initiation, or forms of sanctioning of non -animated responses.

In the 10 hours of data collected, an overview of non-animated responses to animated
turns in complaints, troubles-tellings, storytelling, and teasing, reveals that the

alternatives to co-animation are the following:

a) Agreement tokewvmshodoyeah
b) Assessments

c) Gist formulations

d) Response cries

e) Laughter

The following case illustrates two of the most frequent forms of responses to first
animations: recognition and agreement tokens, and assessments, particularly inthe

two main types of activities included in this study.

In this first case of a complaint story, Maddie is complaining to Kathy about her

housemate who seems to be dating two boys at the same time. She is reporting her
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conversation with the housemate (lines 16-20; 22-24;26), and at a poirt where she
reports her reaction to t he26)oatypical pasiiong be ha
where co-animations are found in complaints, as will be demonstrated in Chapter 6-,
Kathy offers an agreement token (line 27), and a closing assessment (line 28of the

housemateds behaviour.

Example 4.32MCY01GEESE "Defensive" (GAT2 Minimal)

01 KAT mm (click) would you ever consider like
02 talking to kat (.) about it (0.5)

03 MAD i dont know how (.)

04 KAT and saying

05 MAD i dont know if shed even listen to me
06 KAT mm

07 okay

08 MAD thats the problem

09 you know when i talked to her (.)

10 when she was (going out) with both of them °hh
11 and i (talked to) her about them (0.52)

12 KAT oh yeah yeah
13 MAD um (0.72) she just like

14 shuts down straightaway

15 so i was kind of like (.) ( are you like)
16 are you sure you should be talking to (.) liam
17 when youre with jay

18 and she was like

19 yeah its not cheating

20 and i was like i kind of think it is

21 KAT okay

22 MAD because of like (1.5) how youre acting

23 (and she was like) its not

24 so then i was like (0.83)

25 KAT sss

26 MAD okay bye then (.) like hh°

27 KAT yeah (0.45)]
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28 very defensive

29 MAD its not like i can

30 KAT mm

31 mm

32 MAD nothing to say then
33 KAT yeah

In some respects,Kat hyds r es pon saimatatl onanser, whathmost con o n
animated responses do at this point in complaining activities. However, whereas in this
case Kathy formulates explicitly the stance ascribed to the complainee, ceanimated
formulations tend to explicate the stance of the complainant and their reaction to the

complainable (see section5.2.2.3in Chapter 5).

In teasing and fictionalisations, laughter and co-animations that upgrade the level of

ridicule or imagination are frequent forms of response. The example below shows Jesse

di scussing the way he envisages the o0DJ Nigh
when he is in charge (lines 3 8). Fiona opens the animation space by mocking possible
retractors from Je-803 and animates day projextéd rdadtionrtoe s 9

this (lines 13-14;17-20; 23-24) and that of others, in a playful and incremental manner,

with each of these contributions being oriented to by Jesse through laughter.

Example 4.33MCY04SANDWICH "DJ" (GAT2 Minimal)

01 JES i really hope the dj nights take off
02 FIO hm (0.68)
03 JES and i can find (a) space where i can play

04 ah° its gonna be so good (1.6)

05 everyone has to wear all black (.) no exceptions (0.5)

06 only obscure industrial post punk minimalist noise (.)
07 will be played (0.6) no dancing (0.4)

08 [everyone] has to stand with a drink and look in it

09 FI O [okay ]

10 [i dontwannad li [anym Jore
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11 JES [and not say anything]
12 [hh° h°h°]
13 FIO does that come up and ill be like

14 (get) ready for some justin [bie Jber
15 JES [haha]
16 hahaha

17 FIO ya::: (1.55)

18 come at me haha

19 no literally please dont come at me=

20 =ill put some [punk on im s]orry hahaha
21 JES [hahaha ]
22 FIO ha h°h® °hhh (1.16)

23 did i say justin bieber

24 i m[eant] (0.43) slaves

25 JES [haha]

26 FIO [hahahahaha]

27 JES [hahaha ]

28 (2.0)

Chapter 7 will focus on teasing and joint fictionalisation, but it is interesting to

anticipate here that in this latest example, Fiona is doing through the incremental
continuation and upgrading of her humorous turns (lines 18 -20, and 23-24), what co-
participants are often seen to do in jo/nt fictionalisations. In other words, the same
kind of sequential and turn structuring found in single -speaker animations in

teasing/fictionalisations is found when co -participants co-animate.

Having briefly reflected on co-animation as a frequent, but not exclusive form of
response to first animations in these activities, the next chapter will focus on co-
animations as responses, and how they are recognisable as ceanimated turns to co-
participants. The hearability of B-animations as continuations/completions is designed
through forms of resonance (Du Bois & Karkkainen, 2012)with first animations in the

use of resources.Let us now turn to the closing of the animation space.
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4.5. Exiting the animation space and orient ing to co -animated

responses

This chapter has so far discussed how participants introduce animations to position
themselves in a particular way around an event or behaviour in the here-and-now, and
index this shift to the displaced place and time of the animated interaction through a
number of lexico-grammatical, prosodic, and/or gestural resources. These resources
work together in the framing of animation as such, but because of the different
temporality of their trajectories, they are not necessarily aligned. This makes the
guestion of when the definitive return to the here -and-now is made hard to answer,
especially given the presence of evidence that points at the overlaying of stance

simultaneous to the animation, as with interspersed laughter particles.

The cases in the collecton show a limited variety in the type of responses that first
animators provide to co -animations, and how the animation space is exited. This final
section of the chapter will focus on j oi n't oexiting strategi eso
potential closing of th e animation space, or unquoting, done by either first animators
or co-animators, and b) the orientation to responsive co-animations by co-

participants.

4.5.1Unquoting: potentially closing the animation space

Section 4.3.2.2.showed how animations are never fully anchored in the there-and-
then, as there are always markers of the relevance of this action to the hereand-now,
generally through the overlaying of the fir
facial expression, or interspersed patterns of laughter. Studies like those by Bolden

(2004) also demonstrate how gestural or prosodic features fade away during the
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production of the verbal material of the animation. Therefore, for practical purposes in
interaction, and as confirmed by this collection, the animation space is potentially
hearable as closed when the verbal animated material finishes and conditional
relevance is activated -particularly in this collection where the animation often

coincides with turn endings-, unless other noticeable features are held.

There are some specific design features that have been associated to the management
of turn -taking in the here-and-now that co-participants may use as cues for animation
and turn ends. These resources appear on their own, or combined.In first and/or
responsive co-animations, after the verbal animated material finishes, some of the

identified exit resources are:

post-positioned laughter

audible outbreaths

fading away of phonetic shifts

gaze return towards co-participant, or mutual gaze withdrawal

return of gestures or posture to home position, or release

M W W W W W

lapses

OQur exampl e of J e s el sevedlsi thescombination rafatheseo n
resources, highlighted. His first animation contains interspersed laughter particles (line
38), is closed with an inbreath and laughter, and the end of the gestural trajectory with
his head and neck started with the beginning of his animation. Changes in pitch height

and volume are not kept throughout the animation:

Example 4.34MCY04SANDWICH "Desprate" (GAT2 Basic, adapted)

34 JES ghopefully, (0.6)
35 ~a:nd (.) now that we actually "know some people? hh° (0.4)
36 FIO “ye:ah.
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37 JES as ogpposed to:; (.)
38 ‘pleiase =c¢ (h®) omeonmy 'sh (h°) ow [°hh]ha
39 FIO [ fah°] fah° hahaha

Example 4.34MCY04SANDWICH "Desperate" (GATEine, adapted; MMT)

Ay T~ =
L AISSS

T

SRS

c(h®)ome *on my * SH(h®)O: *:W [°hh]
*lowers neck &head
*home position*looks down

The following example (4.35) also shows the fading away of shifts in articulatory
settings from modal voice as the incremental animation advances. The nonrmodal
prosodic features with which the mock voice of Self that Liz is presenting here are
highlighted on the transcription, where it can be seen that advanced tongue and lower
jaw configurations are not present in subsequent elements of her animation (e.g. lines

33 and 34).

Example 4.35RCECIGARETTE "Got a plate?" (GAT2 Fine, adapted)

27 LIZ am itAking the "PISS if i tAke n;

28 if im like <<mod, adv tongue, palatalised, tense artic >
gl O00: : H TIYES

29 <<palatalised> [ill take some] "LAMB chops <<adv jaw> for nExt
gSUNda:y?>> =and il l

30 CHA [ill take it ]

31LIZhaha  <<I, adv jaw, pala ta lised, mod>Zsome sAusages on
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‘“THURSday, >>

32 (1.06)

33 <<all> (dyou) mind if i> "TAKE this;

34 b (.) bOttle of "'KETchup <<adv tongue> as [WEII;]
35 CHA [hahah]

Palatalisation ‘

Tense articulation |

Advanced tongue ‘
Advanced lower jaw
Verbal material List item 1 ‘ List item 2 ‘ List item 3

Figure 4.22 Time-aligned resources in Liz's Selfanimation (lines 28-34)

The end of co-animated sequences may then exhibit lapses and transitions to other

(un)related matters, asinlines43and44i n our oODesperated exampl e

Example 4.36 MCY04SANDWICH "Desperate" (GAT2 Basic, adapted)

37 JES as ogpposed to:; (.)

38 ‘ple;ase =c¢ (h°) omeonmy 'sh (h°) ow [°hh ] ha

39 FIO [ Aah°] rfjah° hahaha
40 JES °hh hh° °hh

41 FIO im "~ desperate. (.), Yopp!l e: : : ase
42 Z ye:ah.

43 (1.75)

44 FIO “what was your “show called again.

Co-animated sequences often end with mutual gaze in a way that both acknowledges
and somehow 0 c e lpmductiant(adrsPénder&eCoupeo-Kuhlen, 2019,
especially if the co-animation happened in choral overlap, and then moving towards
disengagement. These embodied exits exhibit mirrored movements toward other

embodied activities, like self-grooming, or manipulating objects in the surroundings .
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The stills below show the development from the co-animation end into the complete

disengagement:

J.\‘.“L—!—‘;"?_Bﬂ. oo
b et el S

Figure 4.23 Gestural joint exiting of animation nRCEO0 1 ClI GARETTE o0Backdropo

Figure 4.24 Gestural joint exiting of animation in MCY20MUG "Scoon"

Thus, the Ounquotingdéd processes are more con
and gestural dimensions (Bolden, 2003) often wearing off earlier. This seems to point

at that marking entries int o the animation space may be more relevant for participants

than marking exits, which in turn makes it clear that the animation is an object used in

the here-and-now of interaction that makes another responsive action relevant, so the
here-and-now is never fully abandoned, and this appears to be indexed through the

gradual relaxing of prosody-gesture configurations as the verbal material of the

animation comes to an end and a transition-relevance place is reached.

4.5.2 Orienting to responsive co-animations in third position

Finding that the animation space is extended beyond their own animation, or re -
opened, by a co-participant, the first animator is faced with the choice of extending
the animation space further, making this an extended co-animation sequence, or
moving towards the closure of the space or the topic. This slot after a responsive
animation is a space where first animators can confirm and/or show appreciation of

their co-participant animations, reject, or arepaird6them.
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4.5.2.1 Ratifying the co-animated response

The fact that this (normally third) slot is more frequently used by first animators to
offer a ratifying, confirming response puts co-animation on a par with other
collaborative turn sequences (Lerner, 2004a) As the last place of defence d
intersubjectivity (Schegloff, 1992, 1997)and the place where epistemic differentials
and potential invasions of territorial preserves may be eased or redressed (Heritage,
2018; Raymond & Heritage, 2006) the third position is used by co-participants to
manage the interactional and relational consequences of responsive co-animations

appended to their own first animations.

Third position also works as evidence that even though they may not be formatted as
such, first animators treat responsive co-animations as candidate understandings, but
ones that are found to have complied with the conditional relevance projected by first

animations, which do not necessarily derail the progressivity of the sequence.

These third-position affordances are also subject to the positional differences of co-
animating contributions. In pre -emptive completions, this results in a speakership-
listenership reversal, as the original animator becomes a recipient of their own turn,
while being provided with an opportunity to recover the authority over the just-
completed turn. If the contribution is accepted, then the collectivity is accepted, and

participants are ratified as co-authors and co-animators:

0 G-producing a TCU component is then one way that participants can establish or
sustain their entitlement to co -authorship/ownership of experience and do it in a
fashion that concomitantly allows them to demonstrate their appreciation of their co -

~

participant 6 s shared entitl ement d (Lerner,2002:239)
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The example below shows the agreement token
anticipatory completion. Carol is reporting what kinds of questions her parents would
ask her after an interview (lines 7, 8), establishing a contrast with the questions that

the mother of a common friend ha d asked her son which Mia evokes in line 11;

Example 4.37RCEBENCH "Wear" (GAT2 Basic, adapted)

06 CARm: " my parents::; = the §gfirst thing,
07 =they would “say to me is: (0.6)

07 ((name) ) how did it "go an::d;

08 well “don::e an:d; ((click)) =

09 MIA =yeah.

10 CAR the [ n]

11 MIA ['n: Jot;=wha 1} what didyou "wear, hehehe

12 [haha Jha

13 CAR ‘ye:ah; |

14 MIA Ah did you 9YEspeak to'ygsterday. par ent s

These third-position closing tokens also often coincide with sequence and often topic
endings, which supports the point made earlier about first animations being placed at

climactic points and moments where the activity in progress may be wrapped-up.

Forpostpossi bl e completion animations, through
of affairs, a new slot for confirmation or decision (Heritage & Watson, 1979) is created

for this version and with it, thisjust-i ni t i at ed oOfedion®nthetwhalejov e r e
some part of the rest of the conversationo (
the first version confirmstheco-par t i ci pant sd understanding of
the preferred option. In the case of co-animations, there is more to be confirmed than

j ust understandi ng, and this is related to

formulations, their being composites in terms of action (Rossi, 2018)
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It is most frequently the case that these completions are accepted, and overwhelmingly
with oyeaho, by the or i gi nrevéals thia asntlaet nmst . A
common configuration and shows how it happens early, in overlap, or during a shared
period of | aughter. Upgradetecoi ma ohhvoyeahd

and 0itds truebo.

Example 4.38MCY 2 0 MUG 0O(GAITR Basi@ adapted)

20 EVI the cathedral 'mosque; = is hi’larious? ha
21 SAM its a > gmazing, Ahh

22 i[s: we ] $cant out d@7)t hi s;

23 EVI [((laughs))]

24 gbut, we)can s: essentially Z steal it.
25 halhaha ]

26 SAM  [yh°ei(h®)ah.] Zpretty @gmuch,

Example 4390MCYO0 7 BOTTL E 0 (GAT?2 Basid, adapted)

09KAR =and i was like i
10 gjust Zcalm Ed[o:wn:, ]

11 ANG ['yeah;]

12 calm ["down,]

13 KAR [tsahh®]

14 ANG ['dont get too a’head] of your self?

15 KAR [°nhh ]

16 e xact[ly;]=

17 ANG [mm ]

18KAR because (it felt/to be fair) Ilike of (our)
re’lationship; (0.3)

19 weve “actually only been in the same place

20 for gone year,

21 ANG ‘ye::ah;

4.5.2.2Extending the animation
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The slot after a co-animated response is provided is also a slot where first animators
can extend the co-animation sequence further by expanding the animation sequence,
as is most frequently the case in joint fictionalisations and teasing episodes, where
there the creative endeavour involves a more symmetrical epistemic status. These

cases reveal how ceanimations are jointly-owned objects, as the original animator (A)

may i ncorporate some of the p-anmnzatoer asdantte of pr
case below (lines 2637), where the first co-animation is repaired, and then further

extended (lines 41-43; 48-49).

Example 440MCY 1 1L APTOP GAT2 Basice adaped) 6

24 VA [and nRnany -time =any ‘time you] go to a “reading, (0.5)

25LIL  [e fqh° (da:mn;) ]

26 IVA oh one of the "questions is “usually - like

27 Eo::h |like [what are your inspi rations]

28 LIL [wh at are your * in flue:nces |

29 I VA [yeah “in]J]fluence Eisnt it:;

30 LIL ['ye:ah; ]

31 hahaha

32 IVA “what are your inspi rations;

33 LIL hahaha

34 IVA uh:m

35LIL (tell me) a-bout your Ehopes and §gdr eams,

36 I VA and |like they Ea:Ill; = they always §ghave
37 [(so::;]

38 LIL ['ye:ah,]

39 (0.57)

40 IVA (ivan too) i - me:an

41 LIL  its like g >no; = i dont “readAfhwmtlhi[ng

42 IVA [ i dont "have a]ny

43 influences ;

44 LIL i Eactually, = only just (learned) to read
45 IVA [hahahahah ]

46 IVA [hahahahaha |
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47 LIL [hahahahahah] °hh

48 IVA [hahahha ]

49 LIL [ 9 me. (am my Zown ZF infs.:

50 () ywalt ~whitman. = of Z > kosmos.

51 IVA hahahahaha (.)

52 LIL °hhha

53 °hh

54 IVA ywhat is this “walt whitman in Ekosmos thin

4.5.2.3Sequentially deleting, or leaving responsive animations unacknowleaged

Apart from addressing any miscalculations by the co-animators regarding the content
or stance indexed in the co-animation, first animators may at this point address (and
be redressed for) any potential disalignment around epistemic entitlement and
ownership that the co-animator could have caused by co-opting the animator role of
an experience that may not be in their epistemic or ownership domain. By producing
a new animation, particularly starting with a quotative, first animators may use this slot
to reassert their primary rights and sequentially delete prior animations when they

extend the animation further.

The case bel ow shows h o w4, Which is @ fors ofaepairmfat i o n
having cast some doubt o n-doBeinulioes Gl&18ewitha cs (| i
resultingsequenti al del et i on o f-staRihgiirclieedss, thgstoiyor at t

launched in line 8.

Example 441IMCYO0 6 L AKE 0 Dr @AT2 Basio, adapea)i | 6

08 i need to draft [my “email. ] = [to ‘ilabs] (to"day;)>
09 ALI [draft an “email.]
10 ['yes. ]

11 is this the slightly ~shady:: (0.5)
12 BRU not Eshady in the 9Eslilgh[test
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13 ALI [(or more like)]

14 im “bruce by the way.
15 BRU but "yeah (0.6)
16 i need to go and send them an “email;=(and ill basically) say

17 “hi (ilab), (0.2)

18 my “dads spo[ken to youl];

19 ALl [its §nle,

20BRU this is "me, (0.5) Ehi? (0.8) i do @
21 ALI nh® nh°nh®

It is also the case that after a responsive ceanimation, the first animator may leave the
contribution explicitly unaddressed, and move on to the next turn in the development

of the activity in progress. The latter is an ambiguous form of response, as it is not
clear if the lack of acknowledgement is indeed a marker of acceptance, or just a way
to delete the sequential implicativeness of the first animation by skip -connecting to
the first animation (cfr. Lerner, 2004a) The lack of confirmation may refer to a possible
miscalculation, or to an orientation to the entitlement differentials when a co -

participant has taken a co-animator role.

In this example, Jon is contextualising the conflict in his narrative, and produces a seK
animation in line 32 that projects a second part with a problem. This production is
accompanied with silence and a fiston-hand beat gesture repeated three times. Dan
proposes a positive continuation, an e
verbally acknowledge the contribution in line 35 but rather skip-connects to his
previous animation, sequentially del et]i

forward towards the next problem in the series of the narrative.

Example 4.42MCY02BAR "Let's do it" (GAT2 Basic, adapted)

21 JON [br ought a light]board,;

22 “soundbo:ard; (0.2) everything. (0. 6)
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23 and i was like (0.7)

24 "this is ag@asb) ng

25 ex cept; (0.5) ‘this; 0.4 "shitty:: @§gshed,
26 was “built like; (0.8)

27 a "hundred years ago? (0.4) ((click))

28 and so like it literally "had like;

29 two or three = power “outlets. (0.5)

30 DAN °ah[hh ]

31 JON [and i was] like

32 o kay= ive got to §grig this,
33 (1.6)

34DAN <<cr>Z1 et s Efdo i

35 JON <<cr > h::ow amigonna ‘do tha n; > ((click)) (0.4)
36 [um: ]

37 DAN [((lip smack))]

Example 4.42MCY02BAR "Let's do it" (lines 3233; GAT2 Fine, adapted; MMT)

32 <<acc> o KAY>= ive gOt to *gRI G this,
*R fist hit on leg (x2)
*opens mouth
33 (1.6) *(0.8 + * 0.8)
Jon *fist hit on leg *fist on hand

Outright rejections are not present in the collecti on, though embedded corrections
like the one above can be traced, particularly when epistemic differentials or
competing projects are in place. The example below shows lvan telling Lila about a
conference presentation he atténdddaon usesc
reaction in line 22 as the trigger for a tease, which he pushes through (lines 2627) and
with an animation (lines 31 and 34) while Lila attempts to introduce an account (28,

32-33), and which she completes after coanimating (line 35).

Example 4.43MCY11LAPTOP "Really?" (GAT2 Basic, adapted)

15 IVA the 'thing was (like) =
205



16 =yes she was like henry “loui n

17 “henry louis Egates:; (0.4) Tlju:nior
18 he:did  like a hu:ge (0.7)

19 LIL  “study on:; ()[erm ‘race; ] in do minicn: fin:

20 [‘passing,="yeah.]

21 IVA the dominican re"public?

22LIL 99dgrea:lly?

23 IVA ‘ye( fih®)ah. (1. 2)

24LIL [ -o0: h i suyl ppo: : sel]

25 IVA [hihihi hh° ]

26 (i really cant N =i didnt know) youre like a bi:g

27 h°en(h®)ry lou(h®)i[s gates "person( inh°)?] hahah

28 LIL [i just ¢g9didnt thi:nk ]
29 Eno:::. hheA

30 IVA [°hh hehe ]

31 [ oh “r:eallly? ]

32LIL  [°hhi - just]

33 gdidnt “thi(hA)nk thais wap [| i ke

34 IVA [ oh Ewhy didnt he] gtell me
3BLL 9yyeahhAeaffthA = 9dghenry?

36 IVA fharjha

37LIL  u:hmi “didnt really "think that -wa:s () -his: (0.8) Earea; -
38 =but | suZppie0O) it

39 ‘yea:h.

The creation of a third slot for confirmation of the co -produced animation seems to

be almost pervasive in the collection. The fact that places where responsive animations

are repaired or reveal some tension are infrequent, shows fow co-animators deal
successfully with any possible epistemic differentials, particularly around their
oterritori al preserveso (Goff man, 1971) . Th
relates not only to the possibility of the first animator to accept w hat has been said on

their behalf, but to confirm that the attempt at the creation of a collectivity has been

successful, so that is, as something said onbot# their behalfs.
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4.6 Summary: Jointly opening, sustaining, and closing the animation

space

This chapter has fulfilled two purposes: b) offer an overview of the positional, content,
and design characteristics of the collection of 89 co-animation sequences encountered
in 10 hours of conversational data in English, by also providing a large number of
samples to show the breadth of cases; b) lay the foundations for an in-depth analysis
of responsive co-animation as a practice by introducing some of the key participant

problems opening, sustaining, or closing the animation space.

We started with a definition of the animation space as a permeable space in interaction
with its own displaced participation frameworks, time, and place. It was defined as a
space with fuzzy boundaries where concurrent semiotic resources weave the hereand-

now and the there-and-then together, as figure 425 below schematises

fAnother
Ancther

Figure 4.25 Schematic representation of the animation space
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The chapter moved on to the discussion of the interactional demands around the use
of animation as a practice, highlighting the need to concurrently manage the shift to
the there-and-then of animated content and the projection or orientation to the

conditional relevance set up through first animated turns.

The first participant problem , that of marking the shift into the animation space, was
shown to be fulfilled by first animators through a combination of verbal and non -
ver bal resources: ver bal ( &t alsoizera duatativey
prefaces, and vocal and non-vocal resources like prosodic shifts, gestural, postural, and
gaze configurations, with different domains of alignment relative to the verbal content
of the animation (see figure 426 below for a representation). These resources were
also shown to concurrently index a projected stance and conditional relevance of the
actions effected through the deployment of animation in the development of the

ongoing activity.
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Animation space

{there-and-then)

SelffOther
SelffOther/
Another
i, ,’r

Here-and-now

Figure 4.26 Schematic representation of the alignment of animation -flagging resources

During the development of a first animation, or just after it has been marked as
finished, a co-participant may sustain the openness of the animation space by
completing or continuing the animation of the same voice. Resp onsive co-animation
is the focal practice of our work, and it poses a demand on co-animators of the marking
of coherence with prior animations, as well as of the satisfaction of conditional

relevance set up by first animators.

The discussion introduced afew relevant points around the practice of co -animation
that will be the focus of the rest of the current work, stressing that a) its onset can be
at pre- or post-possible-completion points relative to the first animation; b) co -

animation is a responsive option that actively demonstrates understanding and
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displays affiliation, allowing co-participants to associate by speaking on behalf of

others as and with others.

It was established that in the collection co-animation is a practice found in the
development of troubles tellings and complaint stories, teasing episodes, and joint
fictionalisation and make-believe. It was described how different activities pose
consequential differentials around epistemic access and entitlement for potential co-
animators, and this is also determined by whether the voices co-animated are those

of Self, Other, or (an absent) Another.

Finally, it was shown how the animation space is closed by a return to the here and-
now by the conclusion of the verbal material of animation, as well as with the waning
off of prosodic and gestural packaging resources. The chapter concluded by
anticipating howco-par ti ci pants®é bids to associ a
through a demonstration of how third position is used to extend, rep air, or most

frequently, accept and celebrate the co-animated sequences.

The next three chapters willaddress these participant problems in more focused ways,
by delving into the positioning, design, and associative power of co-animation as a
practice in the social activities in which it is deployed. The discussion will attempt to
demonstrate how different choices exercised by B in the animated there-and-then
render different degrees of voice-blending, and thus, of fusion into single units of
participation, with the co-animator seen to be speaking on behalf of A, or of A+B as a

collectivity.
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5. Responsive ceganimations:
positionally -sensitive lexico syntactic,
prosodic, and gestural design

5.1 Co-animation: position and design, epistemics and agency

The previous chapter introduced the practice of (co-)animation in the collection, by
discussing the interactional demands and risks that co-participants face around
opening, sustaining, and closing the animation space. It discussed how different
resources are deployed to mark a disjunction with the here-and-now and thus enable
co-participants to hear the contributions as animated, and at the same time, to overlay
a here-and-now-relevant stance onto the animated content to support the current

course of action. Chapter 4 also introduced co-animating as an option in the response
slot and discussed what its deployment entails in sequential terms, and what
participant problems are associated with it and need to be solved by design and
positioning. This chapter will delve into the se positionally -sensitive issues of design in

co-animations in detail.

As established, for first animators, one of the interactional demands is to create
disjunction from the talk in the here-and-now. For co-animators, it is just the opposite:
the production needs to be made hearable as coherent and integrated with prior
animations. One of the key issues around cceanimation for co -participants, then, is
how to ensure an unproblemat ic hearability of these responses as continuations

or completions of prior animations  while simultaneously be seen to be complying
with the conditional relevance projected through the action of the first

animation.
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If we return to the example presented in our prior chapter, we found a first animation
by Cassie 0doing beingd6 her qadmationa&ctngdskai ne 36
response to the pad#3t9ner ds meazmghliitnenal 7over
animation has finished, but during a period of mutual gaze, Leonie is heard to continue
the animation of Cassiebdbs respodlh.dhepanxt endir
of Leonieds incoming is a point where an e

projectably relevant, and this comes in the form of a co-animation.

Example 5. IMC Y 0 9 P | (GATR Fihe| adapted)

33CAS i dont 9§ KNOW. it s just [ILIKE (0.2) ((snif-
34 <<downstepped> you jUst dont Al ways go EON
35LEO nO you §gDO: : [ NT,
36 CAS [((click))] floh im "ILL; (0.3)
37 <<all> ispOke to you ten "MINutes ago ;> = youwere 'ILL;
38 ="YES..
39 i'G [ETit . ]
40 LEO [Tl §gKNO: :]1Ww, =
41 = <<all>you "tOIld me you were IlI> "YESterda:y -
42 Z<<al | youi®k meyou were ill the day> be FO::RE huhuh®
(0.4)  ((sniff))
43 CAS (wereat )the "CLlnicin YORK; (0.3)

As in this example, most responsiveco-animations in the collection lack a quotative,
and still, first animators successfully interpret co-animated turns as such, and beyond
the positional contiguity of both animations that can contribute to this hearability, a
greater part of this coherence is achieved through the format-tying strategies (M. H.
Goodwin, 1990) deployed by B. Co-animators make use of lexico-grammatical,
gestural/postural, and prosodic resources resonant with first animations to index the
coherence between both animated turns. Therefore, explaining how a co-animation is
recognisable relies on defining levels of sameness/relatedness and integration
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between the two animations, and likewise, in these forms of similarity lie the levels

of fusion of the two voices doing co -animation of the same voice.

There are different ways in which Leonieds
extension of Cassiefds first animation, and t
For a rough summary, apart from the use of pronouns that reveal the continuation of

the participation frameworks of the animati c
refers back to Cassieds through synonymy (oI
lines 41-4 2) , and repetition (0yo0-42). Wereeporall | 6, I
component in Cassieds animation (o0ten minute
ot he day b e {4B)rertending the domaindofithe complainable behaviour.

The marking of coherence is also seen the prosodic delivery, with an overall hcrease

of speech tempo (marked as <<all>> in the transcription) in a long period of anacrucis

(0you told me yodR)thaetiesd aiclkl G ,0 |Cipecedkareriation f a s t

of Sel f (ol spoke to you ten mi mueteraents ago 6,
contribute to the expression of shared stance of annoyance, such as the stylised

contours distributed in a narrow pitch span, and final vowel lengthening on the

temporal items denoting routine -like behaviour, visible in figure 5.1.
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T 200 ‘4&—\; fﬁC’ﬁ., . \ /" ] i Z.
G kT \ J / \ﬂ / = /\‘./\/\// r '\;' <
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\, \/ / \ / »/ TR
80
‘ know you lold *n#wu wer{c ill ‘ yesterday J(mf told ‘lyncuwFrdI P!c da% belore
0 0.5 1 15 2 25

Time (s)

Figure 5.1 Waveform, spectrogram, and fO trace (Hz log) of Leonie's caanimated response (lines 4G
42)
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The coherence between first and co-animations is achieved in different ways in the
collection, and it will be claimed that the use of resources is actually positionally -
sensitive (Schegloff, 1996b) as responsive ceanimated turns in the collection have
been found to begin in either pre - or post-possible completion, which entails co-
participants will have achieved different degrees of access to the direction and stance

the original animation is projecting by the time their co -animation begins.

This creaton of coherence, nevertheless, entails a tension in terms of the levels of
independent agency (Enfield & Kockelman, 2017b; Kockelman, 2007; Thompson et al.,
2015 )and epistemic access that a respondent

(Heritage & Raymond, 2005) can display in the design of the response.

Agency refers to the levels of freedom and flexibility that participants can claim around
the composition and accountability of their actions (Enfield & Kockelman, 2017a) and
this is relevant for the design of co-animations. A responsive ccanimation is not
supposed to stray too much from the original animation if it is to be hearable as an
actual continuation or completion happening within the animation space opened by
A. This means that to a certain exent, the co-animator needs to play to the rules of

the first animation.

On the other hand, the responsive co-animation should also be recognisable as a

relevant next action, one that manages the

W

[

that may existin t he devel opment of the current act.i

witho the {Raymsnd & sigrimgek2806) and establishing some form of
independent basis for the agreement. Even though authenticity was shown to be
inconsequential when it comes to animated content (see chapters 2 and 4), -which

should relieve the pressure on K- (Heritage & Raymond, 2005) co-animators not
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holding first-hand access to the animated events, epistemic entitlement (Heritage,
2012a)and ownership may, conversely, besomething potentially delicate. Responsive
co-animations are produced by a (frequently K-) co-participant who has not initiated
nor are they leading the activity in progress, and who is found to somehow co -opt the
role of the first animator, animating a v oice often ascribable to their co-present co-
participant. Thus, co-animators propose a change to the participation frameworks of
the here-and-now, making the first animator confirm the suitability of what has been
appended to their first animation and been said on their behalf, and these agentive
issues can also be encoded in the design (Rossi & Zinken, 2017; Stivers, 2005;
Thompson et al., 2015) Therefore, the design features of these completions or
continuations by B of first animations by A should refle ct the agentive 2 and epistemic
differentials based on their distance or proximity towards the completion point of the
first animation and the levels of access and entitlement regarding the animation

content.

In summary, this chapter will focus on co-animation and on how it works as a
responsive practice that keeps the animation space open, describing how co
animators contextualise their contributions as both completions/continuations of prior

turns through resources picked up from and format -tied to prior animations, and as
animations of the same voice as that produced by the first animator. It will define how
the tension between distributed and independent agency is displayed in turn -design,
and how epistemic differentials are smoothed or even overturned by affiliative

concerns. In particular, it will discuss how resources are deployed to this end, focusing

2 tis acknowledged, however, that agentivity is not an easy aspect to define, and given its multi-layered

nature,itcouldbesai d t hat some el ements of agénfieldg, 20l13are h as
more distributed, whereas issues of knowledge and

or may not be more independent.
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on a) how the positionally-sensitive lexico-grammatical design of their responsive
turns orients to epistemic and agentive issues particularly in terms of access,
independence, and fittedness, b) how gestural and prosodic configurations index
opportunity spaces and contribute to the marking of coherence of voices and stance,

while contextualising the fulfilment of conditional relevance.

5.2. Positionally -sensitive issues in the design of co -animation: pre -

VS. post -possible completion co -animations

In the collection, as anticipated in Chapter 4, co-animations can be found in either:

0 pre-completion position, that is, as B-completions o f  Aidnationain a pre-
emptive position, before a transition -relevance place is projected or made
relevant, as anticipatory completions, or in overlap, as forms of choral

production, as in example 5.2 below:

Example 5.2MCY 06 L AKE 0 D(GATR Basit, dabted) i t 6

15 ALl  ="he said; = y why dont you " like it.
16 (isaid )idon i dont knowdBwdkei; °h(0.3)
17 BRU [hahaha]

18 i just [Z know i dont like it;]
19 ALl [i just know i domt EIli] ke i

0 or in post-completion, that is, B-animations that continue or expand an
animation by A after it has been presented as possibly complete (at a point of
post-possible-completion ; Ekberg, 2012 or at a point in which completion has
been projected as imminent (i.e. after the focal accent has been produced),

either adjacently, post-gap, or later in the next sequence:
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Example 53MCY2 0 MUG 0 Wh at e(@AT2 Bagi@ adapted)y 6

49 EVI and then everyone went (0.55) yye: al@26 Z ye:ah.
50 o kay = Z s u(rZzl.yeah " @Bah.)
51 SAMwhatever you Esay.

In order to explain how different resources are deployed to successfully design these
co-animated responses as coherent completions/continuations and animations of the
same voice, therelation of co-animations to first animations needs to be analysed.
The ways in which coherence is established through the choice of syntactic, semantic,

prosodic and gestural structures is highly position-dependent.

Providing a response before A has marked their turn as complete constitutes an
interactional or relational risk: co-participants may miscalculate the direction of the
ongoing talk in terms of its design, or its projected stance -unless their project involves
the production of a subversive completion (Bolden, Hepburn, & Potter, 2019). This
could be even more ounsafedé in the case of a
(or a displaced version of Ads voice) that i
first-hand access to the reported content may lead to B being (morally) accountable

for having made inappropriate inferences.

As is known from prior work on pre -emptive completions (Helasvuo, 2004/8; Lerner,
1991, 1996b, 2002; Lerner & Takagi, 1999)projectability is key for setting the scene
forco-partici pants to i den(termfery20agprmpd ragati tiyt spic
The following sections wi | byntacticaesignhandthei n t hi s
creation of semanticcontrasts ar e a key el ement fienot spacesat
B to complete the animation in progress, and how prosody -especially rhythm -,
gaze, and gesture have a role in signalling opportunity spaces for B to come in

and make their contributions hearable as co-animations.
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Post-completion co-animat i ons woul d appear, at first,
the co-animations begin, co-par ti ci pants have h-grdducedc c es s
animated content and a stance adopted and have grounds to assess the prior turn and

provide a response that, if they so wish, fits the ongoing interactional project.

Whereas a response produced during an ongoing turn forces the co-participant to

gather, in a really short period of time, all the available content and resources to

produce a fitted completion around wha t is estimated would be a shared stance, post
completion co-animators can rely on more time to build upon the epistemic ground

and access provided. Having to oOdanced to
speaker would imply perhaps making less independent, less agentive decisions for pre

emptive completers, whereas postcompletion contributions allow for more
independent content and more agentive design on the part of B, but also provide an

opportunity for a more thoughtful and carefully crafted attempt to affiliate.

t

C

Postc ompl eti on then appears to be a safer en\y

behalf than pre-completion animations, as the stance has been projected already, and

the potentially disaligning action of encr o

averted once the turn has been marked as complete and a response has been made
relevant. This could inform the fact that post-completion animations are more often

found in the collection.

In this collection, post-completion co-animations, it is mostly through semantic
processes of extension, formulation, and reformulation, with the further
contextualising work of prosodic and gestural resources that are oriented to
through  matching/mirroring, integration/entrainment, continuation, or
upgrading (Auer, 1996; Ogden 2006; Ogden & Hawkins, 2015; Szczepek Reed, 2006,

2010) that embody this coherence. It is generally the case, however, that different
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prosodic and gestural parameters may concurrently orient to different aspects of the

organisation of the interaction, and while some may clearly be integrated into the

previous animation, others may sound or look disjunctive and be prosodically exposed

(Auer, 1996) and this may be an orientation to the independent actions carried out

through the response.

The rest of the chapter studies in detail these design configurations and relational

implications of pre- and post-possible completion co-animation relative to a first

animation. Table 5.1 below summarises some of the important differences that will be

discussed in this dhapter:

Pre-possible -completion co -
animated responses

Post-possible -completion co -
animated responses

Onset of incoming

At a juncture space between
the two parts of a compound
TCU

In recognitional or
progressional overlap

At opportunity spaces after
hitches and/or long and silent
gestural holds.

At or just after a transition -
relevance space

In transitional overlap

Syntactic and
semantic
orientation

Provision of:

-projected second component
of compound TCU, or terminal
item

-projected semantic element
of contrast, dichotomy,
implication

Evocation of relationally
shared common ground or
previously-referred to
material

Tied to first animation as a(n):

Extension: accounts, or
second/third parts of lists

Reformulation: paraphrases, or
upgraded formulations

Formulations: gists, upshots,
explication of stance
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Prosodic and
gestural -postural
orientation
processes

Integration: incoming
following perceptually
isochronous rhythm and beat
gestures; following release of
gestures or return to mutual
gaze

Continuation: continuation of
the line of declination of final
contours

Adjustment and synchrony:
close overall timing of
overlapped contributions and

Integration: incoming following
perceptually isochronous rhythm
and beat gestures; following
release of gestures or return to
mutual gaze

Continuation: furthering of line of
declination or continuation of
rhythmic pattern

Matching/mirroring: re -doing of
pitch contours, shifts in pitch range,
voice quality, rhythmic scansion,
gestural trajectories.

gestural matching.
Upgrading: re-doing of pitch
contours with higher or lower
pitch/loudness, tenser or
hyperarticulation, lengthening of
segments or features

Table 5.1 Summary of positionally -sensitive design differences to be explained in this chapter

5.3 Pre-possible -completion co -animations: Projectability,

opportunity spaces, and epistemic access

In Chapter 4, the ways in which first animators mark the shift towards the animation
space was discussed. This section will briefly return to the focus on first animators but
acknowledging at the same time the role of co -participants in shaping the ongoing
and resulting animations. In particular, it will discuss how first animators create
projectability and index opportunity spaces in turns that will retrospectively
become part of collaborative animated turn sequences, and on how epistemic

grounding and access are created in a way that enables co-participants to complete
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these ongoing animations successfully, thus, ceanimating the same voice, in a way

that gets later ratified by A.

Responsive animations are also srutinised for their coherence, fittedness and
timing , which is what contributes to their hearability as co-animated completions.
Particularly, this section will focus on the two pre-possible-completion configurations
found in the collection, with responsive co-animations happening either in overlap,
suspending the one-at-a-time rule (choral productions) or in the clear
(anticipatory/terminal -item completions ) , and t hey are the resul

B6s prompt grasping of opportunities for the

5.3.1 Timing and duration of co-animated completions

This section will focus on the most common type of pre -completion co-animation:

choral productions. Durationally, these responsive co-animations tend to be fleeting,

but they reveal levels of mutual adjustment and temporal synchrony, with any

temporal mismatches orienting to epistemic entittement differentials or other
contingencies of the here-and-now. As later examples will demonstrate, these choral
co-animations often come in on beat (particularly when patterns of perceptual

rhythmicity are established during first animations) in terminal items or before the
second part of a compound TCU, or oopportuni

first animation.

Those cases in which the completion of an ongoing TCU is done as a snultaneous
start, and following Walker (2016), also those cases in which the start is not strictly
simultaneous will still be considered to be choral, as long as they happen dwhere
participants are in speakership orientation rather than monitoringtheongoi ng t al ko

(Walker, 2016300), thisis,t he obl i nd s p o twithintik@d0 mewinslawn, 19 8
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experimentally found for processing (Levinson, 2014) - a bit of a wider range,
compared to the 40 ms Cummins (2003) has found for forced synchronisations of
reading material at the lab. The co-animated choral productions in this collection show
that the onset of joining in ranges from a 10-millisecond lag, all the way to 300 ms®.
Delayed entry or lagged exit from overlapping talk is found in cases where there
appears to be overlap competition and epistemic differentials - particularly around
entitlement - being negotiated. In those cases, it is generally B who finishes first, with
A extending final segments or words, as some of the examples (e.g5.2,0 D n fke it6 )

will later show.

The next example features an achievedsynchronised choral production with different
wording that shows a co-participantd ®rientation to the unfolding grammar, by
producing both a syntactically and semantically fitted contribution, and one that also
orients to the shared epistemic ground. Ivan and Lila, PhD students in Literature, have
been discussing the use of writing models to address the challenges of their dual role
as creative writers and academic literary critics. During the discussion, Ivanntroduces
literary readings and what is routinely done in that context, where authors are asked
about their influences (line 23) . After a quotative prefacing the citing of that question ,
lvan starts the animation of a key question in a reading, which ends up being

collaboratively and chorally produced with Lila (line 26-27).

Example 54MCY 11 LAPTOP OGAT2 Basice atayme)s 6
24 IVA [and nany -time =any ‘time you] go to a “reading, (0.5)
25LIL  [e fqh° (da:mn;) ]

26 IVA oh one of the "questions is "usually - like

3 These values are based on the cases wher¢here are separate-channel recordings of speakers. The

other recordings were assessed and aligned through an analysis of the timing of articulatory gestures

visible from the muted video, but are still deemed unreliable. However, it is believed thatpar t i ci pant s &
perception of durational synchrony may compensate for some of the temporal differences that

instrumental analyses identify.
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27 Eo::h I ike [what are your inspi rations]

28 LIL [what are your “influe:nces ]

29IVA [yeah “in]Jfluence Eisnt it;

30 LIL ['ye:ah; ]

31 hahaha

Lil ads contribution orients to the mention
formatted ani mation on beat, at a fitted pos
ashapethatcoincideswith | vands o Bventlipugblsitli @ads contri but. i

afterl vands ani mat @® o,h I|higéswrédnaysis shalvsL i | readiress

of articulation after the quotative preface (line 26):

Example 5.4MCY11LAPTOP "Influences" (GAT2 Basiadapted; MMT)

26 IVA  oh one of the "questions is "usually * - like=
iva *looks up
27 =+Eo: : h +[what are your inspi rations]

[l +opens mouth  ----- +

However, the wording provided by Ivan is found to be a repairable (line 28) and leads
to a redoing in a mocking way (line 31) that is further co-animated as a joint humorous
episode by Lila (line 34), who later escalates the level of ridicule, eventually resulting

in another sequence of co-animation (lines 40-44;49-50).

Example 5.4MCY11LAPTOP "Influences" (continued; GAT2 Basic, adaptettMT)

32 IVA “what are your inspi rations;
33 LIL hahaha

34 IVA uh:m
35LIL (tellme) a -bout your Ehopes and §gdr eams,
36 I VA and like they Ea: |l lghavethd&demal ways
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37 [so:;]
38 LIL ['ye:ah,]

39 (0.5)

40 IVA (ivan too) i - me:an

41 LIL  its like y no; = i dont “readfidmytlhi [ ng;
42 IVA [ i dont “have a]ny

43 influences ;

44 LIL [i actually, = only just (learned) to read gyester]jday,

45 IVA [hahahahah ]
46 IVA [hahahahaha ]
47 LIL [hahahahahah] °hh

48 IVA [hahahha ]

49 LIL [9 " me. (.) i am my Zlown ZZ infs.:

50 () ywalt ~whitman. = of Z > kosmos.

51 IVA hahahahaha (.)

52 LIL °hhha

53 °hh

54 IVA ywhat is this “walt whitman in Ekosmos

In choral productions it is not only the syntagmatic dimension that becomes relevant,
but also the paradigmatic similarity. A comparison between both concurrent versions
in this and other examples of choral productions finds that the wording of both
simultaneous versions can be identical or unproblematically synonymous, as they are
generally taken to have been equivalent and appropriate, even when the wording may
not be strictly equal. However, miscalculations can become interactionally relevant,
and this reveals that even during overlapping speech, co participants are seen to be

monitoring each otherdos tal k.

Monitoring practices are, in fact, mutual, as the post-choral production repair by lvan
reveals. This mutual monitoring also centres around the timing of the overlapped
contributions. In both CA and experimental studies (Cummins, 2002, 2003, 2012;

Cummins & Varga, 2014.; Lerner, 2002; Pfander & CouperKuhlen, 2019 participants
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are seen to speed up their tempo or produce lexical compressiontobea bl e t o o0cat
up6 with the unfolding completion targets (1
orientation to finishing within the same projected turn space. Mutual gaze may have

aided the identification of the articulatory difference in this case but what is interesting

to note is that Lila also adjusts her production,* given that the production of her [ S"I]

sound in oinfluencesd is |l engthened, coincioc
syllable in o0inspiRAt i oph® @yrphsezh dsevasiverifeds o met |
through frame -by-frame playing of the video (see time-aligned figure 5.2 below). It s,

in fact, Lilads adjustment that seems to con

productions.

Example 5.4MCY11LAPTOP "Influences" (GATRine, adapted)

26 IVA oh One of the "QUEStions is "Usually - like
27 EO::h |ike [whAt areatgneur insp] R
28 LIL [<<fals, h> whAt are your "INflue:nces> ]

29 | VA [yEah <<acc>"I N]fluence EISNT it; >
30 LIL [ YE:AH; ]

ins I pi | ra I tions
. T

0 02 04 06 08
Time (s)

4 The lack of separate channel recordings is acknowledged as a limitation for this claim
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Figure52 Time-al i gned version of Lila and lIvanf6s articulati c
waveform.

The lack of a dualchannel recording of this case does not allow for more reliable
independent representations, but perceptually, both have been heard to be produced

with the same falling pitch contours up to the production of the noun -irrespective of

the accentual difference between| nspiRAtions and INflu Ences-. Wher eas | va
version bears a falling tone, Lilads is a h
Lilads prosodic design mar ksandamowawayaomhei sj unc

modal voice, showing her orientation to an animation being projected, but produces
a contour that does not present her contribution as a candidate, but as a genuine
completion that indexes independent access to the issue being discussed. It is, in fact,

her version that is treated to have been appropriate, as the subsequent repair reveals.

450
eoce oo 00000000°°%® ° ° ®ep.
- eo0e eo0 008 ° o 000 .ooooo..,......
)
=
g 1504 .-0°'...'°00.... 000000000000000000000, ., ©000qq0000°° Sous
= ®%00ceccscsceceses
50
what are your influences
oh like | what | are your inspirations
0 0.5 1
Time (s)

Figure 5.3 fO (Hz log) trace of the choral co-animation.
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The next example (5.5) does not feature the same kind of temporal synchronisation
that most other co -animated choral productions in the collection reveal, and within
the group of choral productions, this is one of two not neatly synchronised cases which
interestingly enough happen during an A-event (Labov & Fanshel, 1977; Pomerantz,
1980), a telling of events where B is k (Heritage, 2012b). It would seem to be the case
that temporal issues during these overlapped productions are forms of managing
epistemic entitlement, with the K+ participant completing their production ina more
extended period of time, outlasting the co -animator, and not producing an explicit
confirmati on aTher8d@eunlixeother choral praductions, they do not

actasift hey are made to 0go secondo6 and confirm

B6s ani mation can continue the syntactic and
by A, as well as orient prosodically to an ongoing string. The following example shows

how co-participants orient to projected second parts through not only the deployment

of intonation contours that complete the trajectory of the ongoing compound TCU

but also through an accentuation pattern of items . Alice is telling her friend Bruce

about her dread of writing lit reviews (not shown), and is, at this point, reporting a

meeting with her supervisor in which they discussed this topic:

Example 55MCY 0 6 L AKE 0 D(GAT® Basit, adaped)i t 6

12 ALl i(‘wentiwentto ‘se:e my tute )=

13 = likemy  super(visor ‘yesterday;

14 and i was like - (justin h°)

15 i ygdont “like it = i dont =underZ stand it
16 =i dont like (doing) Z lit reviews; =

17 ="he said; =9y why dont you "~ 1like it.

18 (i said) idon i dont know Ewhy i dotht(0.3] | i ke it
19 BRU [hahaha ]

20 i just [Z know i dont Ilike it;]

21 ALl [i just know i dofpt EIli]ke i

22 i "know that it fills me with = “dread and “fear and “horror;
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Al i ceds ani Bptriopecits khiecentrast, with-

fall ending in mid -range and an inbreath, and is not produced with a focal accent on
oknowod, whi cperhapsprojected dnpassikle turn end. Bruce orients to this
contrast in a number of ways. First, he produces a completion in line 20 of the
i mplication i n ApartTG{lime 1§),whigh Alcd j@ns in tnwwerlap

0.36secondst hr ou gh Banimatiendlise 24,@lso see figure 54).

'\,-’\-‘r/wv"‘_/\.f-v"\./\m‘“,»'"J‘;‘quﬁ“;vmn\“ﬂ\f"uﬁj\w Madspon s n ey N Y, O PRI 7Y PSP, 1) PN A S (LS 1 P S
f " \ 1o b o 1 ‘I‘ﬂ A
'\, .'--\.vd\f,\a\_A»,w.- e T UM NN I ‘,\-\.F‘..V ([ -,\;\-.‘ | “w““-‘”, Al ste =\ AN\ pro U ‘.,““"‘,’U"'\{\'\‘., | ,l’J\ ) A A A A A e e i
! | ! L ; |
i | dont know why i dont like it ijust know i dont ‘ like it
hahaha ‘ i just know i | dont like it
0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1 1.2 1.4 1.6 1.8 2 22 24 2.6 2.8 3

Time (s)

Figure 5.4 Waveforms (Top: mono, bottom: dual channel)® of the co-animated segment, showing the
alignment of verbal material.

The co-animated segment (lines 20-21) comes after Bruce has provided an affiliative
response of laughter -fitted to a recipient role -, and his anticipatory completion is the
second part of what retrospectively becomes a compound TCU that establishes a

contrast between not knowing why she

oft he contrast 8( oowhryadwZ)ni d ilnien el
Bruceds ac c eafstarients topha tontest set up, as his version offers a
narrow focus reading (Cruttenden, 1997), with the focus accent on 0 k n oawddde-

accenting the repeated information 0 | i ktehu g 6i,ndexi ng hi s

5 The addition of the mono v ersion of the picture is due to the perturbations of mic failure in the
independent channels, which makes the visualisation of the alignment otherwise difficult. The
measurements of the alignment were still done using the independent channels, as the perceptual
information has not been majorly affected.
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own projected contrast. Bruce alsocontinues the line of declination with a production

that 1 s | owe r-pdnh(stanting®Iseamdoads owee) n d

Al i ceds version i ndex ¢hatfirgtit doednetfeaturetenpgat ndenc e
synchrony, outlasting Brucef@geapgxrceduct iomlni,k ea
contextualising the insistence (Cruttenden, 1997) of her disliking stance towards lit
reviews, and uses a falling tone also differi ng fr om Bruceds fAlltitced sc
volume and pitch are also highly increased in her co-animation during the overlap,
starting 15 semitones over the end-point of her prior animated TCU, reminiscent of

markers of turn-competition (French & Local, 1986).

4004

] -f'.f\"-.. S SN

Pitch (1z)
(
l
s

75
i | dont know why i dont like it ijust know i dont like it
hahaha i just know i | dont like it
Time (s)
13.7 14.9
Bl H -~
£ E -"-..,.a""ﬁ""" Tt
g N -
5 5
2 0 o 2,
E 3
13.9
justl ki dont liks it just ki lont liks i

1718 2758 2072 3309
Time (s} Time (s)

Figure 5.5 fO traces of the co-animated production: above, in Hz log; below, in semitones, scaled to
their own registers.

Overall, in this sub-collection of pre -completion co -animation, the resulting temporal
incoming, durational synchronisation and appropriateness of content of the co -
animation -as may beratified by A in third position - isformat-t i ed t o t he desi g

firstanimation. Theco-ani mati on by B orients to A&6s unfo

229



gestural-postural design, as this section has started to show, and to how much access

to the direction the TCU was taking B has had at the point of their incoming. Therefore,

in order to study how these co-productions come to happen, we will next focus on the

expectations and possibilities enabled by projection ,t hat i s, of how oOear
turns, turn-constructional units (...) and the like adumbrate, foreshadow or project
aspects of | ater p(®ckegloffb 19@84a2¢7y, padicularty,i ab the 6
oprojection spacesoO ( idgratinar,tphoretics, And gestardy oi c e s
creat e, and how Bo6s display of attention an
jointly oprepared spaceod ( Scheg-bhnaratfion to 1984 ;
happen. Our attention in th e next section is turned to syntactic, semantic and prosodic
projectability, as they appear to be the most relevant resources in pre-emptive

completion co-animations.

5.3.2 Projectability in first animations: providing access and indexing

opportunity spaces

Part of the challenge for a co-participant engaging in pre -emptive completion is to

o0get it rightod, mor e so benptwaucompletiomihth&k e t he
literature, the full content of the completed turn is not anchored in the here -and-now,

and as established earlier, mary of these co-animators are often K- regarding the

ani mated content. B6s chances of success may
completion point decreases, with possible turn-ending formulations becoming

potentially more predictable. However, these resulting co-animations seem to
contravene these risks and come at points that may be relatively safer, first, because

they happen at terminal items, or on second parts of compound TCUs where the

upcoming syntactic structures are projectable, second, and more importantly,

because are they seen to draw on epistemic ground that has been built earlier on in

talk, either through semantic repetition or contrast.
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Syntax is generally the most wi deKugflendrelscr i be
Selting, 2017:41) behind collaborative productions, as what is produced as the result
of the joint construction is a single syntactic unit -what we will claim also happens at
the relational level, with participants momentarily associating into a single social unit

throughco-pr oduci ng the same oOvoicebo.

Because of both the moment of the incoming and the resulting constructions, these
pre-emptive completions pr ovide evidence for grammar as an emergent and emerging
phenomenon that develops online and incrementally in interaction (Auer, 2009; Auer
& Pfander, 2011; Hopper, 2011) The permeability, emergence, and ceconstruction of
syntactic units as the result of online monitoring of a TCU unfolding has been observed

early in CA history by Sacks (1992): and his

0..such a fact as that persons go about finishing incomplete sentences of others with
syntactically coherent parts would seem to constitute direct evidence of their analyzing

an utterance syntactically in its course, and having those results available to them
during the production of such a sentence, so that they can use to complete it. 6

(Sacks, 1992651)

Completions can happen on pre-completion points on almost final items where
completion is seen as impending (terminal -item completion , Lerner, 199@). These
are words or phrases of oOheightened project
(Pfander & Couper-Kuhlen, 2019), since they make up a more restricted class of
paradigmatic possibilities for the incipient co -animator, if contrasted with the
compl etion of compound TCUs restrictions t|
ani mation. As a oOrecogn8})jonhpesiaocws{iJedfess

come in, and this is enhanced by the fact that all terminal items in the collection are in
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some synonymous or verbatim form, traceable to earlier talk or invoked common

ground .

Thi

s case il | ursdrgadyinegastiatddldtesn toucengplete the aaimation.

Angie has been discussing her academic performance with her friend Karen. At this

point, Angie brings up her feelings about her efforts during the first year, anticipating

t hat she o0di da skirte stsodo 9nendshed produmesraeconcession
and introduces her thoughts again but as a Self-animation (line 16). Karen completes
this in overlap by referring back to the issue of being over-stressd (line 17), but in a
form that skip -connects,

shared epistemic ground already

really early, in recognitional overlap.

Example 56MCY 0 7BOTTL E (6/A2 Basics adaptbd)

02 ANG but i mean like when it gets to (0.37)

03 l' i ke when i (l ook back)
04 (withmy 1} “dont get me ‘wrong;

05 im “happy i put the “work (in);=

06 im Zhappy i did >~ well

07 buti me:an (0.8) th n

08 it 1| iknow it =it doesnt really “count.
09 but i Edid stress myself
10 for “saying that; (0.3)

11 it “is important = to do
12 and put the “effort in;=

13 =because (when we bui:lt)

14 buti | ust look “back;

15 and i think

16 Yy why: was i gslfinsuchg li[kea]y
17 KAR

18 ANG

grammatically,

t

[ s:

to an

o gfirst

out ; = a

gwel |

[its “true.]

ear |

year

]o: :[Estre
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On the other hand, syntactically, anticipatory completions are most frequently in the
collection the result of pr dawoepartoacobmpbund y bui |
TCUs the second part of which is produced by B. The first of the elements in a

compound TCU, thepr el i mi nar vy, oOoproject s, in its cour
final component, that atwo-p ar t uni t is underwayd (Lerner
production of a preliminary provides a place for the final component to start, and also

proposes a possible form that that component can take (Hayashi, 2012)

5.3.2.1Projectable structures I. the [Quotative] +[ Quote] compound TCU format

The co-animations in this collection present a variety of formats which do not
necessarily fit so neatly into the grammati cal formats of pre-emptive completions
characterised in the literature. The typically-described formats include multi-clausal
utterances such as, for example, [If X + then Y] or [Quotative + Quote]. To begin with,
it needs to be highlighted that in spite of quotation being a usual arena for anticipatory
completions to take place (Lerner and Takagi, 1999; Lerner, 1996, Lerner, 2004,
Hayashi, 2012) preemptive completions of animations are not as frequent a practice
(only 21% of the whole collection), and t hey very rarely happen in the format described
in the literature, i.e. [Quotative] + [Pre-emptive content of quote], and when they do,
they result in choral productions with different degrees of onset timing relative to the
introductory quotative (see exampl e 5. 5 01| nf | The exceeps lbelona b o v e )
illustrates another of the very few cases where Bco-animates at a juncture point
between the preface and the animation, or as in this case,shows an orientation to this

boundary.

Ivan is expressing his surprise at how young one of their fellow PhDs, David, looked,
especially since hehimself is very young for a regular PhD student (line 5). His friend
Lila offers the actual age (line 8), which leads to Ivan offering an account (lines 12-13)

for his having miscalculated, and a report of his reactions to having heard David was
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even younger than him (14-16), which becomes a ceanimation sequence with Lila.

I v a n édanimatienl (lihe 16) is joined by a competing animation with a late verbal

incoming (line 17). An analysis of gesture, however, shows that the articulatory
gesture for o0oho6 starts i mmediately after t1l

during I v a n éamimatien| f

Example 5.7MCY11LAPTOP "Young" (GAT2 Basic, adapteMT)

05 I VA oh |ike Edavid; hA (.) he was |ike twent
06 LIL "no::. = no [no no::h® ]
07 IVA [how “old is he.]

08 LIL he:s twenty “four,
09 IVA “oh he “is?

10 LIL hes:: () [ 'yeah. = actually "younger than ; ]

11 IVA [ o:h ‘right. = im a year older then.]

12 it seem 1§ =it seemed like i was (x) ‘older be cause:: (0.5)

13 he hes like a’bove me?

14 and when i [ heard that he was EEyoung]er tfF
15 LIL ['yeah. = "yeah, ]

16 IVA  iwaslifke] = +thats rigdi[ +t+cul ous

17 LIL [°h]

+opens mouth -- +
lil with rounded lips  #fig5. 6
18 [oh my > god; =hes]:[nifgeEt] e: ¢
19 IVA [ Auh® fjuh®] [ Ruh°]
20 IVA [hahahaha]
21 LIL [hahahah]
22 I VA [fresh] from the Ewo:: mb: :;
23 LIL [erm ]
24 ‘ve( fih?)e:( fjh°):( fh°)eh °ihh hahahah
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Figure 5.6 Lila's pre-emptive opening
of her mouth (line 17)

This B-animation acts like an upgraded form of the ridicule and surprise projected by
Il van, but one that extends the notion of
student . Li | a & supibyltae later ennvwwho comtinuesghe anamlatem

upgrading the ridicule with the idiomaticexpressi on o0fresh from t he

5.3.2.2 Projectable structures |II. interactionally-constructed contrasts and
rhythm

Most other items in the collection exhibit the animated completions happening more
frequently within an animated turn and not at the juncture between the quotative and

the quote. So in this sub-collection of pre -emptive B-animations, it is most often the

case that B does not generally provide the

compl et es Adbs o0 nYaest ep@nimations manstifuting anticipatory
completions in the clear or in overlap exhibit compound, two -part TCUs, whose second
parts are furnished, generally unproblematically, by co-participants. This section will
answer how in pre-emptive completion co -animations, co-participants safely provide
these second parts. The answer lies on the successful creation of projectability and

access.As Schegloff (1984) specifies,

ta great deal of the talk in interaction arrives on a prepared scene. By the time

any particular bit of it is produced, many of its aspects have been prefigured,
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sometimes in quite distinct wayso6(p.291)

In this collection, the preparedness of the scene is due to the early creation, in prior

moments of the activity, of pragmatic and semantic dichotomies, contrasts and

i mplications, or the evocation of shared col
vs Themdé dhatrcd-anenatarsorient to in their completions, and which will

thus lead to momentary association at key points during these social activities, as

Chapters 6 and 7 will reveal.

In all the examples previously analysed and the upcoming ones, the items that become

part of the co-production are part of the epistemic ground built and topicalised in

prior talk, either mentioned earlier on verbatim, or in synonymous ways. What is more,

as the @GYYamd ool n f(b.6) eases abové reveal, ceparticipants are
actively monitoring the ongoing string for ¢
and at times, the projectability of these spaces can be created by prosodic and gestural

complexes, such as a combination of perceptually isochronous rhythm and beat

gestures.

The next example illustrates both the creation of interactional contrasts and the further
opreparedness of t he sspecchgésturesandahytgniic beasmp | e x
In this extract, co-participants co-animate the exact same wording, resulting in an

animation within an animation , the pronunciation of a word being cited in reported
speech. Sam is telling her friend Evie about
castle (line 9), and its actual pronunciation ([sk[\ ]}y line 11). After assessing he
pronunciation as oOomuch b e tském, thds topitabsimg theh e pr o
pronunciation i ssue, and r e Bviewntroduges @ithmd s agr
click a footing shift, enacting imaginary dialogue with people not familiar withth e o f u n

fact 0, asking the fictitious audience famil/|
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whet her 0scone 6skhor[gk fg, dnlydoereveabtisat there is a third
option, [sk[M Mline 17), one which co-participants would not be able to anticipate,

which is chorally produced.

Example 5.8MCY20MUG "Scoon" (GAT2 Fine, adapted)
02 SAM you should tOtally go to EEdinburgh ECASt

03 (or into) §STIRIiIing?
04 i really "LIKE stlrling [ CAStle?]
05 EVI [ X xx ] to Edinburgh "CAStle?

06 SAM theyre 'BOTH like; = com PLETE; (.) CAStles?
07 EVI yEah "NO. =i wEnt to "Edinburgh.

08 but i dldnt (Enter) the "CAStle?

09 SAM ((lip smack)) "YEAH. = theyve gOt the:ir stOne of "DEStiny?

10 (0.7) ((click)) (1.2)

11 the “s:tOne of 'SCOON; h°

12 its spElled ESCONE, = but ZyOu say ESCOON,
13 EVI <<cr, |, p>" SCOON is bEtjh°WNE>thhan 27" SCO(
14 SAM [ GYE: A: H, ]
15 EVI Ohi'LOVEi f; ((click))

16 Is it ‘SCONE(sk @) ) = or 9§ SCGOME ((sk

17 "NO. (.) [c<f>"S::COON ((sk A n) ) rphjaha

18 SAM [<<f>"S::COON ((sk A n)) >]

19 [ yEah gYE: AH? hahal]

20 EVI [hahahahah ]

The citing of the word o0scoondé at the end of

oscoond pronunciation has been foregrounded, anticipated by the contrast [sk€n W

sl#d1Wk["|])/, and the perfect synchrony in the

exi stence of o0the availability of a place t he
item and thus furnishes the resources for co-p r o d u c(terner,i2@02230). This joint

answer in the imagined scenario positions both Evie (previously k about the
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pronunciation) and Sam (initially K+), as a single party of associated knowing
participants, against other parties who are presented as unknowing, and this is part of

this complicit moment of shared play and association.

This highly-synchronised co-production relies on the topicalisation of the
pronunciation of O0Oscoond6 as Gsoopep bt @sd, ot t he
combination of prosodic and gestur al feat ur e
Sam is seen to be actively orienting to, and theseare described below in more detalil,

as they are representative of other chorally produced co-animations.

The creation of perceptually isochronous gestalts is one of the ways in which current
speakers may develop projectability in their turns and enable on-time, on-beat
incomings from their co -participants (Auer, CouperKuhlen, & Di Luzio, 1999.; Auer et
al., 1999; SzczepelReed, 2012) Rhythmic structures also contribute to the marking of
coherence across turns and within sequences(Couper-Kuhlen, 1990; @uper-Kuhlen
& Auer, 1991; Erickson, 1992) In this sense, the interaction of rhythm in speech and
beat gestures as pikes of multimodal activity has been described as one of the forms
that lead to a greater entrainment across speakers (Cummins & Port, 1996; Loehr,

2004, 2012; Ogden & Hawkins, 2015)

What participants take as clues to come in includes speech or bodily rhythmic
templates interacting in special ways with embodied actions. Beat gestures are seen
to be aligned with accented material -though with different levels of precision in the
alignment, see McClave, 1994, creating an embodied choreography or director -like
orchestration of the material that eventually gets co -animated, especially in choral
productions (Pfander & Couper-Kuhlen, 2019) This is what is known asprosodic

integration, or entrainment.
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Sam and Evieds synchronised start responds
alignment, or pikes of activity (Loehr, 2007) shared by both partd.i
production is highly rhythmical, th each accel
separated from the following in intervals that differ in no more than 15%.

W - m—m-—»h»——«m————o——m%-

— - —— B

4504
. 3004
E 150“-\—-\ - ~_~ -~ /\ -~ —
0 ohi love it | click ‘ is it | scone or | scone ‘ no scoon
5‘! * * x‘; * * X *
0.41 0.43 0.44 0.62 [ 0.58 0.67
0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1 1.2 1.4 1.6 1.8 2 24 6 28 4 3.6 38
Time (s)

Figure 5.7 Waveforms, fO traces (Hz log), beats and measured intervals (in seconds) of canimated
sequence (lines16-18)
Closelytime-al i gned with her stressed syll ables fo
there are four postural and head-direction shifts tha t can be consider
gestureso. Al most iconically, each of t he
guestion has its own bodily orientation (left vs . right, compare case5.80 Don &t | i ke i

and this constitutes a form of embodying the contrast. Each of these shifts begins

before the accented syllable and reaches the peak of the trajectory with the accented

syllable, making a clear prosodic gestural construction:
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The multimodal and sequential design of co-animation as a practice for association in English interaction

Example 5.8MCY20MUG "Scoon" (GAT2 Fine, adaptedyIMT)

15EVI “*Isit* SC*ONE* ((sk @) ) = *or YyBBLONE* ((sk
evi *RH point - X *raises RH>
*turns and looks R *turns L. ------ *turns R>
16 *NO. * () [=<f> *S::COON((sk A n) ) >h°aha
evi>* -RH point ,, ,,,, iy
>*turns R *leans forward ~ ------------- ———— - *

[<<f>"S::COON ((sk

=

[<<f>"S::COON s:ku:n >]

EVI ch i "LOVE i?; (click) Is it ‘skon or 4‘skaun. "NO; (.) [<<f>"S::COON s:km:n >]haha

Beats - * L 2% 3% 4%

However, rhythm is not | us tasthiscasedegbnstratespe ak er
simultaneously during Evieds ani mati on, Sam

choral production with her right thumb.

Example 5.8MCY20MUG "Scoon" (GAT2 Fine, adaptedVIMT)

16 EVI +Is it + " SCONE + ((skon))
sam +RH down +RT folded rub + raises RT>

= or +4+ *SCONE + ((sksun))
sam > ——————-— +RT folded rub +raises RT>
17 + "NO. +  (.)

sam >+sharp RT folded rub +raises RT
[<<£>"S::COON ((sku:n)) >] 2?h°aha

18 SAM [<<f>+"S::COON ((sku:n))>]+
sam +folded RT rub———-——— +

240



Just before the start of oscooné, 0&vimat hak
gaze, and both produce a lengthened [s:] with a simultaneous start. Both productions
are very closely aligned in duration, and they both feature a falling intonation contour,

but with a difference i n pitch bdthenapdolute Samo s

and relative terms (Sambds production is slidg
of the word sees internal duration differen
portion becomes a sniffing | aughfomdnget,e Samé

overlapping with her laugh (figure 5.8).

D W A W
R

N VJ',U? WK ‘~' o
) “ "\’(II; M)
AL L (e

Pitch (ST re baseline) Frequency (kHz)

0 0.2 0.4 0.6
Time (s)

Figure 5.8 Time-aligned productions of "scoon" by Evie (duration 0.62 secs) and Sam(0.75 secs.
Waveform, spectrogram, and fO traces (semitones re: baseline).
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